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AMENDMENTS TO WATERSHED PROTECTION AND 
FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 8, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSERVATION AND CREDIT 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 1310, New 
House Office Building, Hon. W. R. Poage (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 
Mr. Poacr. The committee will come to order. 
We will hear those interested in H. R. 6148 and 6146, which I believe 
are the same bill. 
They are identical bills. 
(H. R 6146 and H. R. 6148 are as follows :) 


[H. R. 6146, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act to provide that 
the Federal Government shall pay a portion of the costs of certain works of improve- 
ment constructed for purposes of water conservation 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention Act is hereby amended by striking out clause (2) in the 
paragraph therein which begins “Works of Improvement”, and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(2) agricultural phases of the development, utilization, and disposal of 
water, or 

“(3) water conservation (including structural and land-treatment 
measures)”, 

Sec. 2. The proviso contained in clause (2) of section 4 of such Act is hereby 
amended by inserting immediately after “flood prevention and features related 
thereto” the following: “or water conservation and features related thereto”. 





[H. R. 6148, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act to provide that the 
Federal Government shall pay a portion of the costs of cerain works of improvement 
constructed for purposes of water conservation 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2 of the Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention Act is hereby amended by striking out clause (2) in the 
paragraph therein which begins “Works of Improvement”, and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“(2) agricultural phases of the development, utilization, and disposal of 
water, or 

“(3) water conservation (including structural and _ land-treatment 
measures)”. 

Sec, 2. The proviso contained in clause (2) of section 4 of such Act is hereby 
amended by inserting immediately after ‘‘flood prevention and features related 
thereto” the following: “or water conservation and features related thereto”. 
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WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


Mr. Poacr. We have with us one of our colleagues in the House. 

Mrs. Blitch, would you like to be heard? 

Mrs. Burrow. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Williams, from the Department of Agriculture, is here, and I 
believe that it would be helpful if he testified first. I think he could 
lay the groundwork, if you have no objection. 

Mr. Poacr. That will be fine. We will be glad to hear from Mr, 
Williams first. 


STATEMENTS OF D. A. WILLIAMS, ADMINISTRATOR, AND CARL 
BROWN, DIRECTOR, PLANNING DIVISION, SOIL CONSERVATION 
SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. WuiuiaMs. We appreciate the opportunity to testify on H. R. 
6148, a bill to amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act to provide that the Federal Government shall pay a portion of 
the costs of certain works of improvement constructed for purposes of 
water conservation. 

Public Law 566 authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to provide 
Federal assistance to local oganizations in carrying out works of im- 
provement for (1) flood prevention (including structural and land- 
treatment measures), or (2) agricultural phases of the conservation, 
development, utilization, and disposal of water. With respect to the 
agricultural phases of the conservation of water, however, Public 
Law 566 restricts the authority of the Secretary by providing in sec- 
tion 4 (2)— 
that no part of the construction costs for providing any capacity in structures 
for purposes other than flood prevention and features related thereto shall be 
borne by the Federal Government under the provisions of this Act. 

This bill, H. R. 6148, would broaden the authority of the Secretary 
of Agriculture under the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act, Public Law 566, passed by the last Congress, by setting forth an 
additional objective of watershed protection, namely, water conserva- 
tion, and by permitting the Secretary of Agriculture to furnish finan- 
cial assistance for the installation of structures for the impoundment 
of water for both flood prevention and water-conservation purposes. 

Tnasmuch as H. R. 6148 not only sets forth water conservation as a 
specific purpose of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act, but also provides in section 2 for including the phrase “or water 
conservation and features related thereto” in the proviso contained 
in clause (2) of section 4 of Public Law 566, it would authorize the 
Secretary of Agriculture to participate in the cost of providing 
capacity in structures for water conservation. 

With respect to the sharing of costs for water conservation, the 
Secretary would have administrative discretion, as he now does under 
Public Law 566, for requiring, as stated in section 4 (2), that. local 
organizations shall— 
assume such proportional share of the cost of installing any works of improve- 
ment involving Federal assistance as may be determined by the Secretary to be 
equitable in consideration of anticipated benefits from such improvements, 

The Department of Agriculture has been traditionally in favor of 
the conservation of water as well as the conservation of soil from the 
standpoint of preserving and obtaining the highest beneficial use of 
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these basic natural resources. At the present time, however, the execu- 
tive branch of the Government, through the President’s Advisory 
Committee on Water Resources Policy, is studying the matter of rela- 
tionships of Federal, State, and local participation in the develop- 
ment and conservation of water resources with the view toward making 
recommendations thereon, At this time the administration has not 
defined its policies with respect to Federal participation in all aspects 
of water-resource development and conservation. 

The executive branch of the Government is currently giving full 
study to these matters. For this reason, it is the view of the Depart- 
ment that while the objectives of the bill now before you, H. R. 6148, 
are desirable, judgment on its passage in this form should be reserved 

ending further study of the whole matter of Federal participation 
in the development of water resources in small projects whether they 
be undertaken under the concept of the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act or under other authorities. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Carl Brown, who is Director of our Plan- 
ning Division, is here with me and will be glad to answer any questions. 

Mr. Poaer. Mrs, Blitch, would you care to come up and join the 
committee, to ask questions ¢ 

Mr. Matruews. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Poage. Certainly. 

Mr. Matruews. Mr. Williams, frankly I had hoped that the De- 
partment would be able to enthusiastically endorse this project, be- 
cause in Congresswoman Blitch’s district and in mine, too, through 
the years we have tried desperately to fit our problems into some na- 
tional pattern, and, just simply stated, our problem is water conser- 
vation. I wonder if you could give us any idea as to when you think 
some kind of specific recommendation would be made for this mat- 
ter? Do you think, say, within the next year or two we might do 
that? 

Mr. Wiriu1aMs. I suspect that it would be a shorter period than that. 
Actually, I do not know when the President’s Advisory Committee on 
Water Resources will issue its report, but it is actively working on it, 
and, as you may be aware, consideration is being given right now in 
the Senate to legislation that was passed in the House very recently 
having to do with a comparable purpose but a different mechanism. 

Mr. Matruews. It was a Reclamation Act revision. 

Mr. Witi1aMs. Yes; that was H. R. 5881, I believe, It is my under- 
standing that that is under consideration in the Senate at this time, 

I do want to make very clear, however, that the Department. is 
firmly and solidly behind the concept of water conservation. I think 
the question is, What is the best mechanism through which to carry 
it out. 

I would like to just quote one paragraph, Mr. Chairman, from the 
Secretary’s policy statement that he issued on March 14, 1955, havin 
to do with the policies for Public Law 566. This particular paragrap 
says this: 

Assistance rendered under the act will among other things be provided on the 
basis of its: contribution toward and adequate water supply for our people, 
prevention of, water waste, reduction of. pollution, equitable distribution of 
available water supplies, prevention of flood water and sediment.damage, diminu- 
tion of the effective force of water and its contribution toward an enhancement 
of resources values in terms of wide use of resources to meet the needs of an 
expanding economy. 
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That, I think, indicates the fundamental and real interest that the 
Department has in this question of water conservation and certainly 
I can say that we in the Soil Conservation Service, I think, are very 
keenly aware of the problems that are facing agriculture in the 
Eastern States with respect to water conservation activities. 

Mrs. Burren. Mr. Williams, in effect the statement you just read 
acknowledges the need for water conservation. 

Mr. Wituiams. That is correct. 

Mrs. Burren. Can you say then that the administration has done 
anything about water conservation as we need it our section of the 
country and does Public Law 566 take care of the needs of flat lands 
in any part of the country ? 

Mr. Wittrams. Well, in answer to the first question, there has been 
some attention, of course, given to water conservation through the 
so-called regulation programs of the Department. That is the as- 
sistance to soil conservation districts, which has been a technical 
service. 

There have been included in the provisions of the agricultural con- 
servation program the sharing activities, some degree of assistance 
to water conservation in that program. 

As you may recall, last year the Congress extended the authority 
of the so-called Water Facilities Act, which had applied previously 
to the 17 Western States, extended that to all of the States, and 
provided for both direct and insured credit for soil and water con- 
servation purposes over a long period of years, so that there are at 
least those things which are, I would say, very definitely on the positive 
side. 

Now, the question with respect to whether Public Law 566 is the 
most desirable vehicle for this sort of thing, I think is the question 
that is pertinent for thorough consideration, and while the Depart- 
ment has both in the Secretary’s statement and otherwise given strong 
recognition to the general problem, it has not fully firmed up its posi- 
tion with respect to whether 566 is the better vehicle than some other 
vehicle. 

That is my point. 

Mrs. Burren. Are there watersheds operating under 566 at the pres- 
ent time? 

Mr. Witi1ams. Mr. Brown can give you the specific figures, but we 
have approved for planning 68 watersheds in the country for pro- 
viding with planning. 

We approved those on the basis of applications which had been 
prepared by local organizations, submitted to the designated State 
agency that the governor had designated, and after their approval 
or concurrence and recommendation that they be provided with plan- 
ning assistance, those recommendations were submitted to our Wash- 
ington office, and I have approved 68 to date in the country of those 
applications. 

Mrs. Burren. And that is all done under 566? 

Mr. Wiu1aMs. That is all under 566; yes. 

Mrs. Burren. Now, are there any watershed projects in the sort of 
country in which I live; and, incidentally, that type of country is 
found here and there nationwide? 
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There are no projects of that type that can be used in flatlands 
where the flood-control problem, as we recognize flood control, is not 
a circumstance. 

Mr. Wit11ams. We have a wide variety of different problems repre- 
sented in these watersheds. You may recall that under the provisions 
of 566 under the authority of the agricultural water, of the develop- 
ment of use and disposal, we have had some applications which have 
hinged predominantly around drainage rather than flood protection. 
We have approved for planning some of those watersheds. 

Mrs. Brrrcx. How could you do it, Mr. Williams, when the bill 
says that unless it is a flood-control project you cannot use the money 
for it? 

Mr. WituiaMs. Well, I believe that the bill is dual in purpose at the 
present time; that is, it is flood prevention or the agricultural phases 
of water. However, the problem, as I see it, with which you are con- 
cerned, is in this setting: That on financial participation by the 
Government as far as storage of water is concerned behind an im- 
poundment the present law is restrictive in that the Government 
can financially participate in such storage only for the flood-preven- 
tion purpose. Suppose it is a channel improvement for improved 
drainage of agricultural land and storage is not involved. Then 
the authority does exist for financial participation. So I believe the 
question hinges around that of storage of water, and the purpose be- 
hind it, and I believe that that is the significant limitation in the 
present law that has brought about the question you have raised. 

Mrs. Burren. Well, I just do not understand the Department’s 
attitude in being willing to go ahead and work under 566 without 
making provisions for all sections of the country to have the privi- 
lege of participating in that sort of program. 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. Well, I believe that the position that the Depart- 
ment has taken on that is simply this: That it is recognizing the 
limitations of Public Law 566 which the Congress put in the last 
year in specifically restricting the use of financial assistance for stor- 
age other than flood prevention ; and in view of the fact that the long- 
term credit has been provided under the Water Facilities Act and, 
furthermore, that there is under consideration in the Congress at the 
pe time this small project irrigation matter, and also that the 

resident’s Advisory Committee is studying that whole relationship 
matter there. 

Mrs. Burren. Of course, Mr. Williams, the bill that you are talking 
about that was passed by the House the other day has not passed 
the Senate. 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. That is correct. 

Mrs. Birrcn. We do not know whether it will or not, and I see 
no conflict in the two bills whatsoever. I think that actually this 
bill that this committee is considering this morning would do a great 
deal to clear up some of the questions in that bill, because, as you 
know, it was originally designed for the 17 reclamation States, and 
then it was opened to all States. 

Also, administration of the bill is in the hands of two departments, 
and — seems to me that this would be a very fine thing to do away 
with all the questions that have arisen about that bill that was passed 
by the House the other day. 


67977—55——_2 
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I voted for that bill and certainly hope to see them get. it. 

I voted it with a mental reservation of whether, or not it would bea 
feasible project at all, but it was a recognition of the need all over 
the country for water conservation. 

Mr. Wiia1AMs. I think there is a, highly pertinent question there 
as to if storage is to be provided for purposes other than flood preven; 
tion, assuming those purposes are for stream-flow stabilization, per- 
haps some degree of irrigation, and so on, what is the route, the proper 
route, that it should take? Should it be all credit, should it, be asso- 
ciated with, let us say,/the multiple-use concept, of a flood-detention 
project ? 

It is our feeling in the Soil Conservation Service very strongly 
that any storage, whether that be for flood prevention or whether it 
be for irrigation purposes or municipal water or anything else, that 
the planning of such storage should fully take into account the pro- 
tection of the condition of the watershed that drains into it. 

Mrs. Burren. It has to be a soil conservation. and water conserva- 
tion at the same time. 

Mr. Wiiritams. It seems that the water should provide stability of 
the land above the reservoir, whatever the purpose of the water 
should be. 

Mr. Marruews. Would the gentlewoman yield ? 

Mrs. Burrow. Yes. 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Williams, I do not: know why you should have 
this answer, but could you tell me-why Public Law 566 took care of 
situations concerning drainage problems and flood-control problems, 
but did not take care of situations that would control, let us say, 
simple water-conservation problems? 

Do you think it is because such a problem would fit into:a national 
pattern that would make so many demands that’ it- would be exces- 
sively costly ? 

Could you give me some information about that? 

Mr. Wreatams. I do not know that that was a highly significant 
reason. I will give my version of it. 

Perhaps the chairman can supplement what I say. 

Going back into the history of this Watershed Project Act, actually, 
the idea of doing something about that originated not just last year 
but several years ago, and your own chairman had a great deal to do 
with that. It came to a head last year, and, as I recall it, Mr. Chair- 
man, the bill as it was presented to the Congress had in mind orig- 
inally in the House the flood prevention purpose as being ‘almost: the 
total concept of it. It passed the House essentially in that setting, 
and then in the Senate, after a great deal of consideration; there was 
an amendment added to the bill in the Senate which put:in this agri- 
cultural phase of water. | But at the same 'timeshere was the restric- 
tion put in against the financial participation in the storage of water 
for purposes other than flood prevention. 

So, actually, as I see it, what happened in the Senate, and to which 
the conferees of the House and Senate concurred, essentially, was 
that it was broadened in degree but not in total and, while irrigation 
is permissible under 566 at the present time or some elements of 
irrigation, storage per se for irrigation purposes is not permissible, 
as far as a Wodaeal cont is concerned, but it can be included in the 
structure. 
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Actmally,)we are finding this :that.in a few of the watersheds where 
there is'a site for. a, detention. structure within, the 5,000 acre-feet 
limitations of the act, that, in a number of cases local irrigation dis- 
tricts or even some towns and cities are interested in some storage in 
addition to that storage which would,be for flood prevention purposes. 

As-an ‘example, let, us; say that, flood. prevention storage was 3,000 
acre-feet and,perhaps the local: irrigation, district, wants another 
thousand ‘acre-feet, to firm,up. their water supply, or town X° wants 
500. acre-feet, for firming wp its water supply. By them paying the 
additional cost over ,amd,;above, the 3,000 acre-feet, it is perfectly 
permissible and we think, proper, to utilize that reservoir site for the 
maximum, benefits, that could be achieved, but, it.is true that the non- 
Federal interest, would. have, to, pay, the total cost of that increment 
of storage above the, 3,000, acre-feet, 

Now, the question I think before the Congress;is whether or not. it 
should. be a part.of 566,in concept for a degree of the cost of that sup- 
plemental, storage, whether it, be for irrigation, whether it, be for other 
water conserving purposes, to be borne by the Federal Government, 
some proportionate part, of,it,....1 believe, that, is the question, 

Mr.,Poage:,May,t)say there.that, I think Dr,,Williams has given 
avery fair statement, of what, actually happened, and has very clearly 
outlined, the histery,of this bill, 

As to! the, specific answer,,to, your. question as to why, I think we 
might very. frankly. say,.that, the “why”. was, the result of,a Tobby 
organization. 

Lam mot:one of these who remember names too well, but I believe 
they call it the National Reclamation ;Association, or at deast it was 
one of the associations that, claim ,to speak for the reclamation inter- 
ests of the, United, States which appeared here and were bitterly op- 

sed. to this bill because: they a they feared that.it, might result 
in the Department, of Agriculture, doing some reclamation, work and 
they did not want the Department of Agriculture to do any reclama- 
tion work, 

I want, to say in all fairness to any former colleague and the present 
liaison officer of the Department. of Agriculture who was then the 
representative of the State of Montana, that he sought to work 
things; out so. that, we could pass a, bill that would, provide flood pre- 
vention and at the same time not incur the wrath of all of the reclama- 
tion organizations and he did,agree to a one thousand foot limitation, 
I believe, 

But many members of, that organization would not agree to any- 
thing. They sat right here and protested very bitterly the passage of 
this bill, simply because. they feared that somebody might get some 
reclamation out of it, That is why. I think I know because I,was 
the author, of the original bill and we had to get a.bill that we could 
pass and we did get one that we could pass, I think we have a very 
good bill. 

Mr. Matrugws. Mr. Chairman, I think it is a wonderful bill, both 
566 and the Water Facilities Act. 

I would say that I think it has. been of tremendous help to our 
people, but the; tragic situation in which T find myself, and in which 
the ,gentlewoman from Georgia and I would imagine many other 
Congressmen. find themselves, is that. we have a flat area and. our 
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problem is how to keep these rivers from dwindling down to the 
ditches and to the Okefenokee swamp drying up; to keep the water 
within the streams and at the same time work out irrigation to help 
our farmers. 

We cannot fit our problem into the national problem. Is it flood 
control? No. Multiple project? No. Navigation on the Suwannee 
River? They tell me they have just a little navigation, but you 
can not juntity it economically. Hydroelectrical purposes? No. It 
is just a beautiful black river with lots of water at some times and 
other times so dry that you can step over it in parts, with fish dying 
along the banks, The farmers want to know why we cannot deepen 
the channel to keep that water in there and I am not critical or in a 
complaining mood ; I am pleading and seeking help and seeking some 
way to move in and I know the gentlewoman from Georgia has some- 
what the same problem. 

Mr. Poacr. Mr. Matthews, may I raise a question with Mr. Wil- 
liams, which we raised just yesterday on the interpretation of this 
law as it now stands? 

I think that with that interpretation nothing can be done in your 
area. As I understand it, there has been feeling and I hope that 
this morning it has changed, but there has been in some quarters a feel- 
ing that the law gave the Department no authority to carry on any 
works of improvement on the channel of a stream below the point 
where there was 250,000 acres of drainage above that point. 

I have not felt that that is the law because the law specifically 
provides that we may organize two or more projects of 250,000 acres 
each, that they may be planned together. 

Certainly what we intended to do at that time was to enable the 
Department to break one of these valleys up into several segments 
and have uniform planning on the whole thing rather than say 
that only the upper 250,000 acres could ever get anything done on the 
main stream. 

I know that when you talk of the Suwannee River that it has more 
than 250,000 acres in the main stream, and I know that the streams 
running through Mrs. Blitch’s area must have more than 250,000 
acres upstream. 

As I understand, if you apply their rule you could never do any- 
thing to the lower reaches of the main stream. 

I understand that you could go on to the tributaries coming in at 
a lower point but that you could never do anything in the way of 
straightening the channel or leveeing it or in anywise protecting 
those lower areas from flood. 

That is exactly what that interpretation leads to; is it not? 

Mr. Wut1aMs. I think that is the pertinent question, Mr. Poage. 

Mr. Poage. I think the interpretation is wrong and TI understand 
that you are going to submit the question specifically to the legal 
department. 

T hope that this specific question has not been submitted to the 
legale department, as such, previously, that they do not feel that it 
has. I hope that their decision is that you can do work there but I 
realize that you are going to be bound by whatever their decision is. 

Mr. Brown. Mr. Chairman, may I say in defense of the legal de- 
partment that we have consulted on that and basically the question 
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is a technical question of how you define what a watershed or sub- 
watershed area is. And we had taken the position in our present 
rules, as you pointed out quite correctly, that the lower part of a 
larger watershed could not, in itself, be defined as a watershed or 
subwatershed area but only the tributaries to the main stream could 
be defined as true watersheds. 

That may be a fine technical point. Maybe we should have a dif- 
ferent interpretation. 

Mr. Poser. I realize that you are trying to find out what the legal 
interpretation is and I am under no apprehension that you are want- 
ing to abandon these lower streams, but if your interpretation of the 
law is correct, I think it is perfectly clear that we did a poor job of 
draftsmanship and that when we said that it would be possible’ to 
combine two or more projects and to plan them as a unit, that we did 
not accomplish anything by saying that. We thought we did. We 
thought we accomplished a clear mandate to the Department that 
you would plan them all together but if your interpretation is cor- 
rect, then I believe that the Congress is ready to change the law and 
maybe we ought. to use one of these bills as a vehicle to include a 
change that would specifically take away that limitation. 

Obviously, if that is the correct interpretation, I think the ma- 
jority of the committee clearly wants to tale away that interpretation 
because there was no such intention when the committee wrote that. 
bill to put that sort of interpretation. 

We were trying to prevent using 566 as a vehicle whereby some- 
body could establish a Missouri Valley Authority without any further 
action on the part of Congress because we certainly did not want to 
provide such a vehicle. 

You are taking that up now again with the legal department? 

Mr. Witu1aMs. Yes; we are going to give further consideration to 
it, Mr. Chairman, If I might add this: Technically when you talk 
about a 250,000-acre watershed you talk about an area from which 
water collects into stream channels. Whether that stream flows into 
a river, a lake, or ocean, it is a physically definable area, topo- 
graphically speaking, and so on, at if it was the intent of the Con- 
gress to limit the size of the area upon which the Department of 
Agriculture worked to 250,000 acres of one unit then that becomes a 
very pertinent question, you see. 

Mr. Poage. I realize that it is a very pertinent question, and I am 
not intending to offer any criticism of the Department for what has 
happened, but I just hope that with a review of it we will get a 
different interpretation. We will get an interpretation within the 
next few days, I trust? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poaer. If the legal department decides that that is the correct 
interpretation, then we would like to be advised as quickly as possible 
so that we might try to change the law. 

Please go ahead. 

Mr. Matruews. That is all right, sir. I have no more questions. 

May I say to our visitors here that this is a good illustration of the 
point. 

Mr, Horven. Mr. Williams, I want to ask a question which involves 
my. particular congressional district. 
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We have two pilot plants established in the northwest Towa valley. 
I think the 82d;Congress established that. They are going forward 
there with, these pilot plants to very rapidly improve soil-conserva- 
tion practices rr in cooperation with the Army engineers théy ap- 
proved an overall plan for small reservoirs and retaining dams, 
nothing ofa large nature. 

Now, we have four conservation programs in being and T would 
say progressing and the small retaining dams are giving us water 
conservation. . 

Some of these dams are. dry dams just resorted to in times of 
extraordinary flood and then there are the permanent small reservoirs 
which will beeome recreational spots. 

My question is, Under the provisions of H. R. 6148, what will we 
gain as far as the new legislation will be concerned ? 

Are we not getting soil conservation now and water conservation ? 
In other words, what additional benefits would we derive if we enact 
H. R, 6148? 

Mr, Wiitiams. Mr. Congressman, as we see it, this H: R. 6148 
would remove the restriction in the present Public Law 566 of: the 
Federal Government participating in the financial cost of water con- 
servation per se in storage, That restriction aeons only to storage 
and, as you know, Public Law 566 permits the Federal Government 
to participate in storage for flood-prevention purposes but not for 
any other purpose. | 

fr. Hoeven, We are getting Federal assistance in the program 
going forward now under soil conservation which includes this water 
storage in a certain degree. 

Mr, Wuti4Ms, Yes; it,does. As I mentioned earlier, the regular 
programs of the Department—the technical’ seryices that ‘the Soil 
Conservation Service makes available to the soil-conservation dis- 
tricts—takes into account, water conservation but there is no financial 
participation there... , 

However, under the agricultural conservation ‘activities the’ cost 
sharing, which is raat out. through the State and county ‘ASC 
committees, there is some degree of cost sharing with respect to water- 
conservation benefits. That applies predominantly to the individual 
farm problems. 

Actually, Public Law.566, as I think’ Congressman’ Hope explained 
last year in his statement on the floor, serves ‘a' purpose’ of bridging 
a gap between the individual farm and the major downriver improve- 
ments for flood control, reclamation, and'so forth. It takes | into 
account the community type problems of flood prevetition and Public 
Law 566 permits Federal Government participation in planning for 
water-conservation aetivities or drainage cig of the purposes-‘under 
the agricultural water, but it does specifically prohibit the Federal 
Government from participating in the cost of storage per ‘se. “!'"! 

Mr. Horven. What do you mean by storage, per'se? 0 1o 0? 

Mr, WitaiaMs, That,is a small dam that. would impoutid 4 certain 
Pamber Of ACrermeet OF WREGN iee  ne st ene ne le 

Mr. Hoeven. Larger than is contemplated ahder this pilot!plant 
operation ? el Bet sae sa Ms __ tttog 

Mr. Wixtrams. Even ‘within the ’5,000' acre-feet lintitdtion of ‘the 
present law, the law specifically prohibits the Federal ‘Govertiment 
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from financially participating in the storage of any of that 5,000 
acre-feet if it is for purposes other than flood prevention. We can 
participate up to the 5,000 acre-foot ceiling for any part of the storage 
for flood-prevention purposes but if there is storage there for parpnes 
other than flood prevention, whether that be for irrigation or stabiliz- 
ing stream flow for fish and wildlife, whatever it may be, the law is 
specific in prohibiting financial participation in that kind of storage. 

I believe that that is the key of this entire 6148, the question of 
whether or not it should be the policy for the Federal Government 
to participate in water conservation storage in addition to the storage 
for flood-prevention purposes. 

Mr. Horven. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poage. Thank you. 

Mr. McIntire. Mr. Williams, perhaps you can clear up a point of 
confusion. You referred to the fact that the law does not permit 
Federal participation in dams simply for water storage but they can 
participate up to the limit for flood prevention. Am I to interpret 
that to mean that the term “flood prevention” is defined somewhat 
in the law such that simply impounding water for later release does 
not constitute flood prevention ? 

Mr. WiixtaMs. The actual operation of your flood-detention struc- 
tures, of course, may result in some very definite water-conservation 
benefits, but the storage was not created for that purpose as far as 
the Federal Government’s financial participation is concerned. For 
example, let-us go back to this illustration I used a little earlier, 

Perhaps 3,000 acre-feet was the flood-prevention storage that the 
Federal Government participated in financially. Then perhaps the 
local irrigation district paid totally for the additional cost of another 
thousand acre-feet for the use of that irrigation district, and maybe 
town X paid for another 500 acre-feet. Here is 4,500 acre-feet of 
storage all behind that structure. 

Now, a thousand acre-feet of that would be the property of that 
irrigation district. Five hundred acre-feet would be the property 
of town X. The 3,000 acre-feet of flood-prevention storage would 
be released as te eon d as the operation of that structure from a flood- 
prevention standpoint indicated was desirable. 

Now the very fact that that takes off the peak flow and regulates 
the flow over a period of several days or it might even by several 
weeks in some circumstances, but at least for a number of days would 
stabilize that streamflow. I mean the surface flow. Another thing 
will be accomplished in that .a,certain amount of the water that is 
caught behind this flood-detention structure as well as the water that 
is induced into the soil mantle by the conservation practices on the 
land itself will also show up in terms of loyal streamflow by 
percolation and so on. 

I saw a wonderful example of that just a couple of weeks ago. in 
company with Assistant Secretary Peterson on upper Washita where 
we saw the beneficial results of land-treatment. work and 'the de- 
tention-storage -having stabilized streamflow in some of the erecks 
over a period of time, and actually it was a-benefit to the people be ow 
those structures from the water-conservation standpoint even though 
the Federal Government had: not participated financially in. storage 


for that purpose. 
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Mr. McIntire. Mr. Williams, where do you draw the line as be- 
tween flood control and stream management ! 

Mr. Wiuu1aMs. Well, the two have to be taken into account together. 

Mr. McIntire. Is there a timing factor involved in the definition ¢ 
In other words, can you handle the water in a stream under the defini- 
tion of flood control and take 6 months to do it in? 

Mr. Wutt1aMs. I think the answer is “Yes.” But let me ask Mr, 
Brown to talk about that a little bit, too. 

Mr. Brown. Well, our technical criteria on that is that the outlet 
placed in the dam, that is an uncontrolled outlet from the flood storage, 
would be of such a size that the water released from the dam would 
not exceed the channel capacity below it. 

Now, it is obvious that some channels are larger than other channels, 
and for that reason it might take 3 days for the flood storage in one 
impounding structure to be fully released. In another structure, it 
might take 3 weeks. 

Mr. McIntire. Then a flood exists only when there is a volume of 
water which is out of the normal bounds of the stream channel. 

Mr. Brown. That is right, but the objective of planning the size of 
the outlet is to get the water out of the structure as fast as the channel 
will take it so that the capacity is available when the next heavy inflow 
occurs. Otherwise the capacity would not be available for flood control. 

There is one other point that the Congressman from Iowa referred 
to that might somewhat clarify the situation; that many of these 
structures are built with a so-called conservation pool, which is a 
storage of water below the level of the outlet, the ungated outlet for 
flood control. 

The size of that conservation pool is seldom as much as 10 percent 
of the total capacity of the structure, and it is designed to hold the 
expected amount of sediment that will come into that structure over 
a period of 50 years so that the flood-control capacity will be fully 
preserved during that period of time. 

Now, when the structure is first built and for some years thereafter 
this water which is in the pool reserve for sediment may be released 
by a lower valve and may be used for some beneficial purposes, inelud- 
ing water conservation, but that is our interpretation of the language 
of the proviso which says that— 
no part of the construction cost for providing any capacity and structures for 
purposes other than flood prevention and features related thereto shall be borne 
by the Federal Government— 
and the capacity that is put in there for sediment, we have interpreted 
us a feature related to and necessary for flood-prevention purposes but 
if there is any additional capacity put in so that the streamflow could 
be maintained by releasing it specifically over a period of 6 months, 
then that part of the cost of that capacity could not be borne by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Mr. Poagr. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Hagen. I have a personal interest in this bill because in my area 
the Army engineers are scheduled to construct a large down- 
stream flood-control project. 

Quite recently a group of cattlemen upstream organized a soil-con- 
servation district, and they feel that they can get some water benefits, 
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irrigation water, and so forth, by a series of small upstream dams, and 
think perhaps that they might be able to do that under this Public 
Law 566.  axTy d 

First, I want to ask you, do you just deal with public bodies in this 
cooperative effort or do you deal with individuals? 

Mr. Wutiams. Public bodies. 

Mr. Hagen. You cannot deal with individuals? 

Mr. Wituiams. The interpretation of this law by the Department is 
that this is not for the benefit of the individual but is, rather, a com- 
munity-type problem. 

Now, in dealing with the community-type problem, of course, a com- 
munity is a group of individuals who oon problems and whatever that 
community-type problem is that must be resolved it may involve some 
activity, it would involve some activity on some individual farms in 
order to bring about the community benefit, but it is not aimed at just 
an individual owner, per se. It is a community-type project. 

Mr. Haeen. Does this law presently contain any ceiling on the ex- 
penditures that you make or is that a matter of complete discretion 
with the Secretary / 

Mr. Witu1aMs. The ceiling is in the size of the job. In other words, 
we cannot exceed 5,000 acre-feet of storage. We eannot exceed 2,500 
acre-feet of storage without the specific concurrence of the House and 
Senate Agriculture Committees. 

Mr. Hagen. It is not a monetary figure. It is a storage-capacity 
figure. 

Mr. WiitaMs. It is a physical limitation. 

Mr. Hacen. Let us say in area X, that the proposal was to build 10 
dams each of which would impound 2.500 acre-feet of water. 

Could you do that without coming in conflict with the provisions? 

Mr. Wiutiams. Yes; conceivably that could be under 566. Of 
course, 566 is basically a program of the local organization in which 
the Federal Government helps. It is not a Federal project per se. 

Let. us assume that that was an irrigation district or a soil-conserva- 
tion district, whatever local organization under State law had author- 
ity todo so. If they developed a plan with the technical help that is 
available to them, if they developed a plan which included within that 
plan 10 structures of the 2,500 acre-feet capacity each, they could 
then request assistance under Public Law 566 for carrying that out. 
If that storage was flood-prevention storage, the Federal Government 
under 566, at the present time, could participate in some degree in that 
cost, but if it is storage for irrigation purposes, the Federal Govern- 
ment cannot participate in that cost under 566. 

Mr. Hacen. Let me ask you another question. 

Would you be likely to. approve a project or a series of projects in 
es an where the Army engineers had a flood-control project sched- 
uled ? 

Mr. Witxtams. If there was a direct conflict with it in purpose 
that would be worked out before any approval was given. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Williams, may I interrupt right there to point out 
to Mr. Hagen what. your Department has succeeded in doing in Texas? 
ot it is exactly what we want to see done in a great. many other 
places. 


67977—55——8 
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You have worked out an arrangement with the Army engineers on 
Chambers Creek and Waxahachie Creek which lie in Ellis and 
Navarro Counties in Mr. Teague’s district, whereby the Army engi- 
neers are planning a rather large structure down Chambers Creek 
which is the major creek, the other being tributary, and the Soil Con- 
servation Service, I believe, is planning two upstream projects. 

The engineers are reducing the size of their flood-contro] dam be- 
cause of the construction of your flood-prevention projects upstream 
so that there is a definite saving there and there is that cooperation 
between the Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation Service 
now going on at that point, at least. 

I have been very happy that we could get the two working together, 
because I think it is one of the first illustrations of where they are 
doing joint planning. 

Mr. Hacen. One more question. This bill of Mr. Matthews seems 
to me to improve the prospects of encouraging, locally, initiative in 
this field because your areas of water, which is a flood danger, are 
generally at high elevations, and there is not too much incentive for 
the man who has a thousand acres of rangeland which is washing 
down toward the ocean to spend money for purposes of prevention. 
But if you give him the encentive of conserving some water for his 
use also, you probably have expanded this program as to what it was 
intended to do. 

I was wondering, since this law has been in effect, have you had 
actually much demand for activity under it? 

Mr. Witt1aMs. Yes; we have had, I expect, about 400 applications 
in the past 3 or 4 months for consideration under Public Law 566. 

Mr. Poace. May I suggest that of the number of applications that 
have reached you, there must have been 6 or 7 times as many which 
have reached the State govering bodies. 

Mr. Witu1aMs. That is correct. We do not know just how many are 
in the mill someplace. There is tremendous interest. 

I can say in partial further explanation of your point there that we 
have been advised of the interest in this water conservation from all 
sections of the country, and I can say that Georgia is not the only one 
interested in the water-conservation phase, but it does raise the ques- 
tion that I pointed out earlier. 

Mr. Hacgen. What is the largest Federal expenditure that you have 
approved to date and what is the largest proposed in the pending 
400 applications ? 

Mr. Wiu14ms. Actually, the applications, when they are first 
placed, are applications for assistance in developing a plan. It does 
not contain a dollar iy proposal. 

Of the 68 that we have approved for planning purposes, some of 
those are just now reaching the stage of firming up a program in which 
there are proposals with respect to the cost of that program. So, 
actually, there have been no watersheds under Public Law 566 as yet 
approved for work on the ground. It is approved in the planning set- 
ting and not the program setting end. Before they can be approved 
in the program setting, the work plan is developed by the local people 
with the help of the Department of Agriculture, and must go through 
a certain review process which includes, as a final analysis coming 
before the Committees on Agriculture of the House and Senate for 45 
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days, I believe it is, so that there is a considerable period of time in- 
volved between the time the local organization submits its application 
for assistance and when the actual] expenditure of funds can take place 
by the processes of review, and so on. 

Mr. Hacen. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take up the time of the 
committee, but, of course, this whole program was set up in the mind of 
some people to defeat some of the larger hydroelectric producing proj- 
ects, and so forth. 

Of course, when you expand the purpose to water conservation, you 
come close to that issue again. You have an idea of what the Depart- 
ment would approve as the largest expenditure in the field; do you not? 

Mr. Wiri1aMs. Well, there is no dollar limitation set on it in either 
the law or the policy of the Seeretary, but the degree of financial par- 
ticipation necessary by the local people will be an automatic limitation 
to how far it can move forward and the fact that you have limited the 
size of the activities you can carry out, the size of storage, and so on. 

In the terms of our experience with the pilot watersheds, perhaps 
Mr. Brown can give you some idea of about the size range of those. I 
think it is comparable. 

Mr. Brown. In the 60 pilot watersheds, the maximum Federal cost 
is about $2,900,000. Our experience, based on cost per acre for both 
the structural work and the land-treatment work in the pilot-watershed 
program has been that the total cost will average about $20 per acre, 
and on the basis of about a 50-50 sharing which is approximately the 
way the pilot program is coming out, that is about $10 per acre Federal 
cost, so that if you took a maximum size of 250,000 acres under the 
limitations of the bill, that might conceivably represent something like 
$214 million Federal cost. 

That would be the general order of magnitude. This does not con- 
template, I am sure, Federal expenditures in any one watershed that 
would be of a very high order of magnitude. 

Mr. Hacen. That is all I have. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you. 

Mr. Dague? 

Mr. Dacvur. Mr. Chairman, I am keenly interested in this 6148. I 
represent a section in southeastern Pansat vista in which the Brandy- 
wine Valley Conservation District is already operating more or less on 
a local basis, supported by local municipalities. The conservation 
aspects of that program are pretty well in hand, but the drought that 
we have had in the last couple of years makes the conservation of water 
of some concern to us. 

They spoke to me recently in hopes that legislation would be enacted 
which would permit Federal participation in the building of conserva- 
tion dams with the purpose possibly of irrigation. 

I want to compliment Mr. Williams and Mr. Brown for their lucid 
explanation here. It explains very clearly what the problems are. I 
hope this legislation is made into law. 

Mr. Poacée. Mrs. Blitch, did you want to make a statement ? 

Mrs. Burren. Yes. 

Mr. Poaee. Did you have anything further to add? 

~ Mr. WitttaMs. No. 
Mr. Brown. No. 
Mr. Poage. Thank you very much. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. IRIS FAIRCLOTH BLITCH, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mrs. Burrow. First, Mr. Chairman, I certainly want to thank you 
for your wonderful courtesy and hospitality in asking me to come up 
where I could question Mr. Williams and find out exactly the answers 
to some of the questions which have been puzzling me for a long time. 

Also I want to commend you for all the groundwork you have laid 
previously and the struggle that you had last year in getting 566 
through, because I am extremely hopeful that on that foundation we 
‘an attach this little bill that Mr. Matthews and I have introduced that 
will take care of the problems that are facing us in lots of areas 
in the country. 

The 83d Congress passed what is known as the Watershed Protec- 
tion and Flood Prevention Act, Public Law 566, chapter 656, 2d ses- 
sion, H. R. 6788. This act authorized the Secretary of Agriculture 
to cooperate with States and their political subdivisions, soil and water 
conservation districts, and other local public agencies, for the pur- 
pose of preventing such damages as (1) erosion, (2) flood prevention 
(including structural and land treatment measures), and (3) agri- 
cultural phases of the construction, development, utilization, and dis- 
posal of water. 

Subsequent to this act by the 83d Congress, numerous groups formed 
watershed associations in order to quality for assistance omen Public 
Law 566. The main purpose of these associations was to assist local 
people to organize the small watershed associations. There is very 
active interest all over the Nation at this time in the actual completion 
of watershed projects. This interest has been brought about par- 
ticularly in the South by the drought conditions of the past 4 years. 
As we all know, the drought conditions continue and grow steadily 
worse each year. Our problems in lower south Georgia are very sim- 
ilar to other flatland sections of the United States. 

We believe that the United States Department of Agriculture 
specifications and designs for reduction of flood-water daniages, water 
control, drainage, water-supply structures, channel improvement, and 
other types of assistance ator this act do not. fit the flatland sections 
of the United States. 

After the formation of watershed groups in the flatland sections, 
it was found that the wording of the present Watershed Act is such 
that we are absolutely eliminated from assistance. Section 4 of this 
act provided, among other things, that no part of the construction 
cost for providing any capacity in structures for purposes other than 
flood prevention and features related thereto shall be borne by the 
Federal Government. The term “flood prevention” has an altogether 
different meaning in a hilly section of the country than it has for a 
a flatland section. 

In a mountainous or hilly area, flood prevention requires a large 
‘apacity of water storage by the use of such structures as dams, dikes, 
and other water-retardation structures. In these areas the main in- 
terest: is simply to hold the excess water until such time as it can be 
turned into a river or a stream, any time when such river or stream 
is below flood level. 

In flatland sections, the problem of actual flood control is more 
complicated. In a flatland area such as my district, excessive water 
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drains off slowly. This is brought about by a lack of proper fall. 
In due course, the water runs off and the flooded area is brought back 
to normal. Oftentimes, some weeks later the same area is suffering 
from drought conditions. While these conditions exist, we are ex- 
periencing disastrous forest fires, crop failures, and other conditions 
related thereto. The soil conditions found in flatland areas are not 
conducive to holding the moisture, and we have experienced over the 
last 4 years a steady drop in our water-table level. 

In connection with the above, it seems to me that the term “flood 
control” has been interpreted to mean damage from rainfall and its 
prevention. I strongly contend that the emphasis should be placed 
on the importance of balancing the supply of water with our needs, 
rather than the retention of water at a given time and place. 

In most flatland areas we are spending money for drought relief 
during one month and a few weeks or months later spending money 
in the same area to prevent flood damage. It is my further contention 
that these extremes can be dealt with far more effectively when each 
landowner participates in an overall program for a community bene- 
fit. It was my hope that such legislation had been passed when 
Public Law 566 went into effect, however, 2 words in subsection 2 of 
section 4 prevented assistance to my section of the Nation and other 
sections of similar terrain. The two words are “flood prevention.” 
To correct this inequity, I have introduced .H. R. 6146. 

At this time, I would like to quote from a report of committee No. 2, 
National Watershed Congress of 1954, as follows: 

The limiting and restricting language of section 4 should be revised and im- 
proved at the earliest opportunity, in order to permit greater and more varied 
benefits to be accorded the people of America through this new small watershed 
program. This committee suggests a close review of the nationwide emphasis 
of flood control as it relates to damage done by excessive rainfall, while within 
a very short time drought may follow. 

Emphasis should be placed to stress the importance of balancing supplies of 
water with our needs for water at a given time and place. In some areas of 
this country, we are spending money for drought relief during one season and 
later spending to prevent flood damage. Isn’t it time to recognize that these 
extreines can be dealt with far more effectively when each landowner participates 
in an overall program for community benefit? 

In my opinion, gentlemen, the passage of H. R. 6146 will correct 
the inequities that now exist in Public Law 566. Under an amended 
law, the watershed associations of the flatland sections will be able 
to proceed with the planning and construction of low-level structures 
and other water retardation measures on our small, medium, and large 
streams. This construction will retain a more even supply of water 
in the stream channels to prevent excess flooding during wet spells 
and for use in dry weather. This type of structure will also to a large 
extent retain the water-table level more evenly throughout the year 
for crops, pasture, woodlands, water wells, and other purposes. 

My interest in the completion of watershed projects is deeply 
founded. I have personal knowledge of the drought situation, water- 
table level and need for emergency measures in our flatlands. I have 
traveled the southern United States in general and the southeastern 
section in particular many times in the past 4 years and have actually 
seen the great need for emergency and long-range assistance. 

T respectfully request the passage of H. R. 6146, so that the benefits 
of Public Law 566 will be applicable to the entire Nation, as it now 
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is to certain sections of the country. It is also my humble request that 
this be done as expeditiously as possible, so that the many watershed 
associations of this country will no longer be in doubt as to this Gov- 
ernment’s intention in their behalf. 


I thank you and I respectfully submit this statement Mr. Chair- 
man. 


Mr. Poace. We appreciate the statement, and we appreciate your 
interest. 


(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Iris FatRcLoTH BLITCH, OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I am deeply grateful and most 
appreciative for the opportunity granted me to appear here today, in order that 
I may discuss with you H. R. 6146, introduced by me on May 10, 1955. 

Gentlemen, the 83d Congress passed what is known as the Watershed Pro- 
tection and Flood Prevention Act, Public Law 566, chapter 656, 2d session, H. R. 
6788. This act authorized the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with States 
and their political subdivisions, soil and water conservation districts, and other 
local public agencies, for the purpose of preventing such damages as (1) erosion, 
(2) flood prevention (including structural and land-treatment measures), and 
(3) agricultural phases of the construction, development, utilization, and dis- 
posal of water. 

Subsequent to this act by the 88d Congress, numerous groups formed watershed 
associations in order to qualify for assistance under Public Law 566. The main 
purpose of these associations was to assist local people to organize the small 
watershed associations. There is very active interest all over the Nation at 
this time in the actual completion of watershed projects. This interest has been 
brought about particularly in the South by the drought conditions of the past 4 
years. As we all know, the drought conditions continue and grow steadily worse 
each year. Our problems in lower south Georgia are very similar to other flat- 
land sections of the United States. 

We believe that the United States Department of Agriculture specifications 
and designs for reduction of floodwater damages, water control, drainage, water- 
supply structures, channel improvement, and other types of assistance under this 
act do not fit the flatland sections of the United States. 

After the formation of watershed groups in the flatland sections, it was found 
that the wording of the present Watershed Act is such that we are absolutely 
eliminated from assistance. Section 4 of this act provided among other things 
that no part of the construction cost for providing any capacity in structures for 
purposes other than flood prevention and features related thereto shall be borne 
by the Federal Government. The term “flood prevention” has an altogether 
different meaning in a hilly section of the country than it has for a flatland section. 

In a mountainous or hilly area, flood prevention requires a large capacity of 
water storage by the use of such structures as dams, dikes, and other water 
retardation structures. In these areas the main interest is simply to hold the 
excess water until such time as it can be turned into a river or a stream, any 
time when such river or stream is below flood level. 

In flatland sections, the problem of actual flood control is more complicated. 
In a flatland area such as my district, excessive water drains off slowly. This 
is brought about by a lack of proper fall. In due course, the water run off and 
the flooded area is brought back to normal. Oftentimes, some weeks later the 
same area is suffering from drought conditions. While these conditions exist, 
we are experiencing disastrous forest fires, crop failures, and other conditions 
related thereto. The soil conditions found in flatland areas are not conducive 
to holding the moisture, and we have experienced over the last 4 years a steady 
drop in our water-table level. 

In connection with the above, it seems to me that the term “flood control” has 
been interpreted to mean damage from rainfall and its prevention. I strongly 
contend that the emphasis should be placed on the importance of balancing the 
supply of water with our needs, rather than the retention of water at a given 
time and place. 

In most flatland areas, we are spending money for drought relief during one 
month, and a few weeks or months later, spending money in the same area to 
prevent flood damage. It is my further contention that these extremes can be 
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dealt with far more effectively when each landowner participates in an over- 
all program for a community benefit. It was my hope that such legislation had 
been passed when Public Law 566 went into effect, however, two words in sub- 
section 2 of section 4 prevented assistance to my section of the Nation and other 
sections of similar terrain. The two words are “flood prevention.” To correct 
this inequity, I have introduced H. R. 6146. 

At this time, I would like to quote from a report of Committee No. 2, National 
Watershed Congress of 1954, as follows: 

“The limiting and restricting language of section 4 should be revised and 
improved at the earliest opportunity, in order to permit greater and more varied 
benefits to be accorded the people of America through this new small watershed 
program. This committee suggests a close review of the nationwide emphasis 
of flood control as it relates to damage done by excessive rainfall, while within 
a very short time drought may follow. 

“Emphasis should be placed to stress the importance of balancing supplies of 
water with our needs for water at a given time and place. In some areas of 
this country, we are spending money for drought relief during one season and 
later spending to prevent flood damage. Isn’t it time to recognize that these 
extremes can be dealt with far more effectively when each landowner participates 
in an overall program for community benefit?” 

In my opinion, gentlemen, the passage of H. R. 6146 will correct the inequities 
that now exist in Public Law 566. Under an amended law, the watershed asso- 
ciations of the flatland sections will be able to proceed with the planning and 
construction of low level structures and other water retardation measures on 
our small, medium, and large streams. This construction will retain a more even 
supply of water in the stream channels to prevent excess flooding during wet 
spells and for use in dry weather. This type of structure will also to a large 
extent retain the water-table level more evenly throughout the year for crops, 
pasture, woodlands, water wells, and other purposes. 

My interest in the completion of watershed projects is deeply founded. I have 
personal knowledge of the drought situation, water-table level and need for 
emergency measures in our flatlands. I have traveled the southern United States 
in general and the southeastern section in particular many times in the past 
4 year and have actually seen the great need for emergency and long-range 
assistance. 

I respectfully request the passage of H. R. 6146, so that the benefits of Public 
Law 566 will be applicable to the entire Nation, as it now is to certain sections 
of the country. It is also my humble request that this be done as expeditiously 
as possible, so that the many watershed associations of this country will no longer 
be in doubt as to this Government’s intention in their behalf. 

I thank you. 


Mrs. Burren. It will be helpful to me if I could have these messages 
inserted in the record following my statement. 

Mr. Poage. Without objection, we will insert the messages in the 
record. 


(The documents referred to follow 7) 


Waycross AND WARE CouNTY 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Waycross, Ga., June 7, 1955. 
To the honorable members of the House Agriculture Committee: 


I regret that due to conflicting engagements it is necessary te send this typed 
statement rather than presenting its contents in person. 

However, we are proud that Congresswoman Iris Faircloth Blitch is repre- 
senting our congressional district and she can very ably explain how Public 
Law 566 has been interpreted as excluding from Federal aid the watersheds 
of the coastal flatlands area. 

For many years this chamber of commerce has been conscious of the need 
for water and soil conservation in this flat coastal land region. Long before 
Public Law 566 was ever introduced into Congress, meetings were being held 
with farmers, landowners, and businessmen to stimulate work and interest in 
saving our soil and water. 

Some of the watershed organizations were even organized and functioning 
before becoming acquainted with the proposed law. 

In this program to preserve the soil and water of the Satilla River watershed 
area, there was a meeting held in Waycross at which we were requested to 
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set up a Satilla Watershed Association which would serve as an adminis- 
trative organization in behalf of the smaller watersheds. This was actually 
done and work was underway before passage of the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act. 

The landowners and farmers of this section hailed with great joy the enact- 
ment of Public Law 566, for they felt that here was assistance in their program 
to save their farms and woodlands. 

Their joy was turned to grief later when they discovered that somehow the 
Members of Congress, in writing the act, had made it impossible for watersheds 
in the coastal flatlands regions to receive Federal aid. 

For a number of years now this section of Georgia has suffered intensely from 
the lack of rainfall. Rivers, lakes, creeks, springs, and wells have dried up. 
Farmland and woodlands along these water streams have suffered. Fortu- 
nately our farmers did not reach the stage of complete drought conditions as 
experienced in many other areas of the Nation. 

However, the dry weather was so severe as to reduce greatly the production 
of tobacco, corn, and ether cash crops. 

As these conditions continued to prevail year after year, our farmers became 
more concerned with water and soil conservation. They had progressed to the 
point where that some assistance would be needed in order to fulfill their overall 
program of larger dams on larger streams. 

As a result of the prolonged drought and the lack of Federal assistance in 
the soil and water conservation program, the woodlands of this area became 
tinderboxes which went up in flames last winter and this spring when ten 
thousands and ten thousands of acres of fine woodland were completely wiped out. 

We know that we can check this sweep of forest fires during years of low 
rainfall if we can conserve our water and keep our rivers, lakes, and creeks 
filled under sound water and soil conservation practices. 

We urge that you approve House bill 6146, which will correct a situation that 
we believe was inadvertently overlooked and that will help our many fine 
watershed organizations in this region to go forward with their plans for pre- 
serving their valuable soils and the water of the area. 


Respectfully submitted. 
E. L. Bowen, Jr., President. 


Waycross, Ga., June 7, 1955, 
Congresswoman Iris Farrc torn Brircn, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

This organization, representing 15 counties and practically all of the landown- 
ers, wishes to commend you for the introduction of H. R. 6146, which will, if 
approved by Congress, bring help to the watershed groups which are fighting to 
conserve their soil and water. Interpretations being placed on Public Law 566 do 
not provide for water-conseryation practices in the coastal flatland areas. Weare 
therefore being excluded from proper consideration for conservation of our water. 
Certainly, such exclusion could not have been the intent of Congress. We feel 
that your bill will eliminate this discrimination and permit the building up of 
our soil, water, woodlands, and wildlife. 

R. M. Porter, Jr., 
President, Satilla Watershed Association, Inc. 


Denver, Coro., June 7, 1955. 
Mrs. Iris Farrctornu BiitcH, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Regret I am whable to be present personally to testify in favor of H. R. 6146, 
which would amend the 1954 Watershed Protection Act. The Izaak Walton 
League of America endorses this strengthening amendment and would appreciate 
having the hearing record so indicate. 

J. W. PENFOLD, Western Representative. 


BLACKSHEAR, Ga., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Irts F. Burren, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 


Explain our needs to committee. Give us H. R. 6146. 


AtviIn Drxon. 
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BLACKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris Buircnr, 


Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
H. R. 6146 is very important to our economy. Please ask Agriculture Com- 
mittee to vote for this bill. 
Dr. H. 8S. Tatry. 


BLACKSHEAR, Ga., Jume 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris F. Buiitcs, 


Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
Ask Agriculture Committee to vote for H. R. 6146. 
JOHN B. THORNTON. 


BLACKSHEAR, Ga., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris F. Briiren, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 


Please assert all efforts for approval of H. R. 6146. 
WALLACE C. CHILDs, 


BLACKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris F. Biitcou, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 


Our economy depends on H. R. 6146. Ask committee to help us. 
PIERCE INSURANCE AGENCY, 
Rosert W. HIGHSMITH. 


EATONTON, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Mrs, Irts BLiToH, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 


The Georgia State Soil Conservation Committee is back of you 100 percent on 
H. R. 6146. We feel that this amendment will be of tremendous value to the 
farmers of Georgia, especially those in the Coastal Plains area, in the conserva- 
tion of water and other water-management problems. 


FEORGIA STATE Sor. CONSERVATION 
COMMITTEE, 


VALDOSTA, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Mrs. Iris F. Biitcu, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
H. R. 6146 greatly needed in our area for welfare to all. We invite members 
of committee to visit us to discuss problem. We have faith in you. Our prayers 
are for divine aid to enable you to successfully present this amendment. 


Mr. and Mrs. Ep EHRENSPERGER. 
BLACKSHEAR, GA. 


BLACKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Irts F. BuitcH, 
United States Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
Our economy depends on passage of H. R. 6146. Please urge committee to 
help us in our time of need. 
SATILLA PRODUCTION CREDIT ASSOCIATION, 
A. B, James, Secretary and Treasurer. 


Waycross, Ga., June 7, 1955. 
Mrs. IRIs BLITCH, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D.C.: 

Please work to get Public Law No. 566 amended to provide coverage for the 
flat woods area of south Georgia in the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre- 
vention Act. To provide that the Federal Government shall pay a portion of 
the cost of certain works of improvement constructed for purposes of water 


conservation. 
SATILLA WATERSHED ASSOCIATION, INC., 
JoHNNY T. MincueEw, Director. 
M. GordDON NESSMITH, Secretary. 
67977—5i——4 
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BLACKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris F. BuitrcH, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 

Unless H. R. 6146 is passed we here in the Coastal Plains region of Georgia 
have no hopes of aid from the Federal Government in watershed planning and 
conservation. I understand Georgia’s share of Federal money to be spent on 
the Colorado River project is $100 million. Let’s keep some of that money at 
home. Do allin your power to get passage of H. R. 6146. 

BLACKSHEAR Rorary CLus, 
James B. Henpry, President. 


BLAcKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Mrs. Irts F. BLitrcH, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Successful passage of H. R. 6146 is vital to the preservation of sound economy 
in the flatlands of the Southeastern States. Agriculture is our basic industry. 
Consequently maximum control of soil and water conservation constitutes a 
‘necessity. The officers and directors of Peoples Bank urge you to exert every 
effort to facilitate the enactment of H. R. 6146. 

A, M. Raruirr, President, Peoples Bank, 


DoTHAN, ALA., June 7, 1955. 
Mrs. IrIs F. BuitcH, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 
The Dotham Chamber of Commerce heartily endorses your amendment to 
Public Law 566. 
Rurvus Davis, President. 
BLACKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris F. BiircH, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
Ask committee to help flatwoods farmers by voting for H. R. 6146. 
WALKERVILLE WATERSHED ASSOCIATION, 
CHARLIE WATERS, President. 


BLACKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris F. BuiircH, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
To stop discrimination to farmers in flatwoods, ask committee to favor H. R. 
6146. 
PIERCE COUNTY WATERSHED ASSOCIATION, 
O. D. JoHNsoN, President. 


BLACKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris F. Biircu, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 

We here in the flatwoods area of the South are without hope as far as our 
future economy is concerned unless your amendment, H. R. 6146, passes into 
law. We have no industry to fall back on if our farm and timber income fails 
because of lack of water conservation. The crisis is at hand. Please urge the 


committee not to desert us in our time of need. 
Dr. W. G. Brown. 





BLACKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris F. Burrew, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
Most important that H. R. 6146 be passed to preserve the economy of the flat- 
land section of the Southern States. 


CHARLES H. S. RUSSELL, 
Manager, Chamber of Commerce. 
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BLACKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Inis F. Burrcx, 


Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
_ Our farmers need H. R. 6146. 
JoHN R. GRIFFIS. 
OFFERMAN, Ga., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris F. Burrcx, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
Respectfully urge passage of amendment H. R. 6146. 
J. W. THoMAs. 


OFFERMAN, GA., June 7, 1955. 





Hon. Iris F, BuircH, 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 
Respectfully urge passage of amendment H. R. 6146. 
J. O. EoHots. 





BLAcKSHEAR, GA., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. Iris F. Buirrcx, 


Member of Congress, Washington, D. C.: 

Urgent that H. R. 6146 be passed if we here in the coastal plains section of 
Georgia are to realize and Federal benefits for watershed planning and con- 
servation. 

JAMES B. HENpRY, 
City Councilman. 

Mr. Hagen. I would like to commend the gentlewoman from 
Georgia on a very fine statement. I want to ask this question: The 
Soil Conservation Service will spend money in providing technical 
assistance and advice, for example, on a farmer’s land. They might 
go in and design a check dam for him which would conserve the soil 
and prevent excessive runoff on his land. True, the farmer himself 
would have to hire the caterpillars and so forth to move the dirt, but 
the actual engineering would be done by the Soil Conservation 
Service. 

Mrs. Burren. If they want to build a pond. 

Mr. Hagen. I was wondering if your people had ever tried to utilize 
the Soil Conservation Service in this wil te 

Mrs. Burcu. We utilize it to the fullest extent, Mr. Hagen. This 
actually is a soil conservation, water conservation program that we are 
trying to get through now because you have to have both, one com- 
plements the other. 

Mr. Hagen. You feel that the Soil Conservation Services are too 
small to take care of the problem which you have and you need larger 
structures ? 

Mrs. Burren. That is right. What happened down there is that be- 
fore your bill was passed but in anticipation of the passage of your 
bill in my section the Satilla Watershed Association was formed. The 
Satilla River covers an area of several hundred miles as it goes to 
the sea. 

The purpose of organizing was so it could be a parent of the small 
watershed associations which would be formed around the tributaries 
that run into the Satilla River. Each of those tributaries would form 
its own small watershed district. Several have already been formed 
down there. 

Mr. Hagen. I was just putting that out because I know in Cali- 
fornia the Soil Conservation Service in many areas has designed quite 
sizable structures. 
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Mrs. Burren. The Walkersville Watershed Association, which is a 
small part of the Satilla Association has brought in the soil conserva- 
tion people, they have drawn the plans and shown them how workable 
it would be, provided they could get Federal assistance under this act. 

Mr. Hagen. They do not have the subsidy now? 

Mrs. Burren. Of course they do not. 

Mr. Poace. Are there any further questions on these bills? 

Any other witnesses ? 

Mrs. Burrcu. Mr. Vogt is here from the Farmers Union. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY VOGT, ASSISTANT COORDINATOR OF 
LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Voer. I have a prepared statement. Mr. Chairman. I was to 
appear also on a later bill, 6062, by Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to have you proceed. 

Mr. Voer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
record, I am Stanley Vogt, assistant coordinator of legislative services, 
National Farmers Union. We appear in support of H. R. 6146 by Mrs. 
Blitch and H. R. 6148 by Mr. Matthews. 

Flood control and water conservation are national, not local, prob- 
lems. Drought, wind, floods, and all the vagaries of weather condi- 
tions affect the lives of millions of citizens—both rural and urban. 
Although climatic conditions are an act of God, it was said long before 
our time in the Bible that the care of the land is a responsibility of 
the people who live on it and from it. We all live from it and by that 
I mean that we all live from the fruits of the soil. Therefore, it is 
a responsibility of not only farm people but of all people to see that 
good soil conservation practices are maintained everywhere so there 
will be sufficient food and fiber produced for the present generations 
and the adequacy to produce an increasing amount of necessities for 
a population which is expanding every year. 

H. R. 6148 would amend Public Law 566 which was adopted in 1954 
and is known as the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. 
Since August of 1954, when the act was approved, more time has 
been devoted to study of the act and the National Farmers Union 
believes the amendments contained in H. R. 6146 would be beneficial 
to the people and communities directly affected, to the administra- 
tion of the act and to the economy of the entire Nation by correcting 
what we believe is an unintentional omission from the original act. 

We should like to mention specifically the part of H. R. 6146 which 
affects section 4 of the act. The restricting language of this section 
(clause 2), we believe, should be revised and expanded in accordance 
with the amendment in H. R. 6146. With section 2, also amended as 
suggested in H. R. 6146, the two sections of the act would be in agree- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, this matter of a down to earth water and conserva- 
tion policy for the Nation is a serious one. We are aware that many 
States have a program of their own and too often these States are as 
separate in their policies and programs as toes and fingers. Water, 
floods, drought, wind, soil erosion under any description knows no 
county or State border. 

Problems dealing with soil and water conservation are national 
in scope. Water conservation in areas where flood control is a prob- 
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lem cannot be separated from concerns for soil and water conserva- 
tion on farms and watersheds in areas where flood control is not a 
problem. 

The Federal Government should continue to improve its conserva- 
tion policy, as study and experience proves it, toward the end when 
the Nation, the States, and the communities cooperate in a program 
which will lead toward a more sound national conservation policy. 
We believe H. R. 6146, and H. R. 6148 also, is a further step in this 
direction. We strongly believe that conservation practices should 
be carried on in all agricultural areas, not just in flood or drought dis- 
tricts. We do not believe, for example, that Congress intended to 
omit tidewater areas, and by that I mean the flat areas which Mrs. 
Blitch and Mr. Matthews talked about, from coverage under the 
Watershed Act. In any event, all land ought to be covered. 

Floods, soil erosion, drought, and the lack of sufficient soil con- 
servation planning have taken their toll down through the years. 
The Farmers Union believes you cannot plan for water without plan- 
ning for soil, and you cannot plan for soil without planning for 
people. Water, soil, and people—all three go together. This bill is 
another step in the right direction and we urge its approval by your 
committee. 

I wish to thank the committee for the opportunity for the National 
Farmers Union to testify on this bill. 

Mr. Poage. Thank you, Mr. Vogt. We appreciate your statement. 

Are there any questions of Mr. Vogt ? 

Mr. Hagen. I want to ask a question. I am not a member of the 
subcommittee but I have been thinking about that thing. Actually in 
these reclamation projects there is a repayment by the irrigators, the 
users, for those parts of the projects which are devoted to that pur- 

ose. Possibly to a minor extent this violates that principle because 

ere you are advocating the expenditure of Federal money for water 
use for farming without any provision for repayment whatsoever 
and there has been no indication given here as to what the final bill on 
this is going to be to the Federal Government. 

I would Tike your comment on that aspect of it because this does 
violate established precedent on federally constructed or subsidized 
water projects. 

Mr. Teor This is an entirely separate bill, Mr. Hagen, than 566 
which is a Federal expenditure in cooperation with the States and 
counties or the States and districts. 

Mr. Hagen. However, this law will read that the Federal Govern- 
ment can spend money to help some farmer make a better use of 
water on his land and it does not say that he has to repay the Federal 
Government for the benefit. 

Mr. Voer. That is right. 

Mr. Hacen. That violates the precedent that has been established 
in the reclamation law where the farmer has to pay back what I admit 
is a substantial subsidized price to a certain extent but has to pay back 
for the benefit he gets from the Federal expenditure. 

Mr. Matrnews. Will the gentleman yield ? 

. Mr. Hacen. Yes. 

Mr. Martruews. If this bill becomes law, of course, the Federal 
Government would just participate in a proportionate share of the 
cost. The other share of the cost would be borne by the taxpayer, 
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by the farmers through their tax organization body that will have to 
pay for their part of this program. So I believe if you look at it on 
that basis, it would be that idea still of sharing. It would be my 
opinion that the Federal Government certainly would not share in 
even 50 percent of the cost of it. 

Mr. Hagen. It is a 50 percent subsidy rather than a 100 percent 
subsidy. That is what you are saying? 

Mr. Matruews. No. My point is that I think the farmers who 
benefit through this would pay through the cost of the project that 
they would assume in the same sense that the reclamation project 
people would pay. 

Mr. Hacen. They might want to change the reclamation law to 
provide for a 50 percent. payment there, I do not know. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Hagen, we have had trouble with the reclamation 
bill. 

Mr. Voet. Mr. Chairman, I would dislike to say that it would be a 
subsidy at all. I think it is a necessity rather than a subsidy. Any 
mre water or soil conservation is the responsibility of all the 

e. 

Mr. Poace. It seems to me that it comes with ill grace for the Re- 
clamation Bureau to protest the doing of something for the farmers 
in other parts of the Nation after all of the subsidies that have gone 
to the reclamation areas of this country and all of the subsidies still 

oing. 

I believe the record shows that there has never been a single recla- 
mation project ever paid out. They have been going for 50 years 
without any interest and if that is not straight abel, probably far 
greater than any subsidy that would ever be possible under this bill, 
I cannot use a lead pencil. 

Mr. Hacen. I agree with the gentleman that there is subsidy in 
the reclamation project. 

Mr. McIntime. Mr. Chairman, on that point I would like to have 
it cleared in my mind because I thought I recalled Mr. Williams say- 
ing that in relation to the construction of one of these facilities it is 
perfectly permissible for the Government to participate in the flood- 
control aspect and the financial part of the flood control under the 
present law and that if there was a municipal water availability going 
to be a part of it, that had to pay its proportionate part, and if there 
was irrigation use to be made of it, that a certain volume of the water 
and its proportionate part would be carried and there would be no 
Government participation in the irrigation aspects of it. 

Does this bill propose to simply bring in impounding for manage- 
ment of the water in the area of what is now the flood-control aspect 
and would we continue to have these other features going on top 
carrying their own load? 

Is that the intent of the bill or would your water be impounded 
and the Government participate in the construction of the facility, in 
the ae it, and then you could tap it for irrigation without 
—s to those surrounding other than participation as taxpayers? 


rs. Burrow. Are you asking that of me? 
Mr. McIntire. Do you see the point on which I am trying to touch? 
Mrs. Burren. I think I probably do. You are saying that if the 
structure is there for flood control and the Federal Government has 
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participated as it can do under 566, as it is written now, then could 
not the users for irrigation just add on their need for the use and take 
it from there? Is that what you mean? 

Mr, McIntire. My point is that at the present time the law pro- 
vides that the Federal Government can participate for the flood- 
control features. 

Mrs. Burren. In the first place, we do not have a condition that 
would warrant that, 

Mr, McIntire. I appreciate that, but at the present time that is 
their aay weg. area and if a municipality comes on for water 
availability they carry that load and if there is irrigation to be de- 
veloped, they carry that load. Now, does your bill propose to bring 
into an area of eligibility the construction of a facility for manage- 
ment of the river and impounding the water; not flood control but it 
brings in a different basis? 

Mrs. Burren. My bill just says “water conservation.” 

Mr. McIntire. Do you propose in broadening this bill that in the 
development of a project if there is municipal water use to be made 
that goes on just the same as it does now on top of Federal participa- 
tion and if there is irrigation use to be made of this structure and 
facility, then that is applied in the same formula as exists now and it, 
too, goes on at the expense of the local people ? 

Mrs. Burren. That is right, sir. 

Mr. McIntire. Thank you. 

Then that would meet your criticism, would it, Mr. Hagen ? 

Mr. Hagen. There is the subsidy. This is a subsidy bill. Other- 
wise you could just amend the Soil Conservation Act; for example, 
let them build these dams because they already design them; and I 
am sure they designed many dams that will store 2,500 acre-feet of 
water but they do not nal move the dirt and so forth. The people 
have to do that. 

Under this bill, the Federal Government would actually move the 
dirt in addition to designing the structure. 

Mr. Matruews. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that you are 
absolutely right about that, Mr. McIntire. This is an either/or propo- 
sition. You would never have the two. It would either be flood 
control or water conservation and within that area they would assume 
all the cost and indirect obligations that they would assume if it 
were a flood-control feature. 

Mr. McIntire. Your purpose is to redefine that area of the present 
bill rather than to redefine the obligation of a municipality for irri- 
gation purposes as existing under the present legislation. 

Mr. Marruews. That is our feeling. I hope we are right about 
that. 

Mrs. Burrow. Incidentally, this bill was submitted to those in the 
Department of Agriculture and they told me that it would do exactly 
what I wanted it to do, that it was safe, and actually I expected the 
Agriculture Department would back the bill when they came in here 
this morning, and I was most shocked and surprised when Mr. Wil- 
liams did not back it. It was quite a shock to me, because of the 
indication I had had that the Department of Agriculture would back 
this bill. They had not indicated that they were going to back it, but 
I assumed that myself. 
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Mr. McIntire. Might I make the observation, Mrs. Blitch, that I 
do not think it could be interpreted that they are in opposition to 
the principle except that they are dealing from the framework of 
their national policy which prevents them from being specifically on 
record in favor of it. 

Mr. Hermpurcer. Mr. Chairman. 

My understanding, particularly since your answer to Mr. McIntire’s 
question, is that you intend to make an entirely new purpose for 
which a watershed project can be established, that purpose being water 
conservation. 

At the present time it can be established for one of two purposes: 
Flood protection or the agricultural phases of water conservation, and 
preservation, and so on. 

You will add a third purpose which is water conservation, which 
can be the justification for the project itself. 

Now, as I understand your bill Mrs. Blitch, it will not change the 
aspect of the thing which you were discussing with Mr. Hayden and 
with Mr. McIntire, that as to the cost of the project after it has been 
established and approved and is underway, the cost will be divided just 
as it would be divided under the present terms of the bill. 

Mrs. Burren. Yes. 

Mr. Hermsurcer. That the water to be conserved is all for the 
benefit of the local landowners and they will pay substantially all of 
the cost necessary to impound the water. 

Mr. Matruews. That is true. 

Mr. Poace. Are there any further questions of Mr. Vogt? 

If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Vogt. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Matthews. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BILLY MATTHEWS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, I will not impose on the chairman 
and fellow members of our committee to emphasize the points of this 
legislation that have been so ably presented by our colleague, the gen- 
tlewoman from Georgia, Mrs. Blitch. 

As she has indicated, H. R. 6146, which is her bill, and H. R. 6148, 
which is the bill I introduced, are identical bills and I must say in 
all fairness that the gentlewoman from Georgia framed the bill and 
I asked her if I might have permission to introduce the bill at the 
same time because our two areas have so much in common. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit this statement as my 
prepared statement, and I am asking one more indulgence and that 
is to let me show you a map of my district which will only take 1 min- 
= and which will pinpoint, I think, this particular pevbled that we 
have, 

Mr. Poaces. Certainly. 

Without objection, the statement will be made a part of the record. 

I would also ask consent to insert in the record following the state- 
ment by Mr. Matthews a statement by Congressman Flynt. 

Without objection, that may be done. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 
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STATEMENT OF Hon. Bitty MatrHews, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to testify on behalf of my bill, 
H. R. 6148, which is a bill to amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act to provide that the Federal Government shall pay a portion of the cost 
of cetrain works of improvement constructed for purposes of water conservation. 
I was glad to vote last year for the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act, which became Public Law 566 of the 83d Congress. The primary objective 
as I see it of this important act was to provide the basis for a program by which 
local groups could cooperate with, and receive assistance from, the Federal 
Government in solving their flood prevention and water management problems. 

I represent the Eighth District of Florida, through which the Suwannee River 
flows. This historic river rises in the Okefenokee Swamp, Ga., and flows into 
the Gulf of Mexico, and on its course winds through 8 of the 15 counties in my 
district. 

Our problem, along with the problem of the gentlewoman of Georgia whose 
district adjoins mine, is not one of flood prevention or drainage, but is rather one 
of water conservation. Only about once in 10 or 15 years do we have terrible 
floods that make of the Suwannee River a flood-control problem. We constantly, 
however, are faced with the matter of water conservation. 

The Suwannee River is fed by numerous springs that border it, and of course, 
generally it receives a reasonable amount of rainfall. However, during the past 
several years, the water level of this river has fallen so low in many areas that 
the river has been reduced to the status of a mere ditch. What our farmers 
need is some type of improvement on the river to conserve the water and to make 
the water available for irrigation purposes. 

After studying Public Law 566, it was my considered judgment that an amend- 
ment to this law making it possible for benefits of it to be extended to water 
conservation, including structural and land treatment, would make it possible for 
our people to gain some of the benefits from this act. 

Public Law 566 specifically states that no part of the construction costs for 
providing any capacity in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and 
features related thereto, shall be borne by the Federal Government under the 
provisions of this act- My bill, H. R. 6148, would change public law in just 
two instances: In the first place, it would state that works of improvement may 
be undertaken for water conservation ; then in the second instance, it would state 
that in addition to flood prevention and features related thereto, that water 
conservation and features related thereto, would be a proper expense for the 
Federal Government to. share in such a proportionate manner as might be 
determined through the other provisions of the act. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I feel that this idea of water 
conservation is one of the most important matters in America today. Areas of our 
country that have water but have developed no plan of the proper conservation of 
the water are finding themselves now, especially in my part of the country—that 
is to say specifically in the Eighth District of northern Florida in a very danger- 
ous situation. Water conservation, which means so much not only to our farmers 
for irrigation possibilities, but to our sportsmen in opportunities of recreation, 
is a subject that must receive our immediate attention. 

I frankly do not know to what extent the people of my district will be able 
to participate in the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act if this 
amendment suggested in my bill is passed, but I do believe it will offer a concrete 
opportunity for them to begin planning for specific measures which will lead to 
water conservation. I earnestly hope that the committee will unanimously 
approve H. R. 6148, and give us this opportunity. 


STATEMENT oF Hon. JoHN J. FLYNT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I sincerely appreciate the 
opportunity granted me to appear here today in support of H. R. 6146 and H. R. 
6148, that would amend Public Law 566, generally known as the Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act. 

The farmers and landowners of my district have long looked forward to some 
type of legislation that would instigate a program for watershed protection. 
It was felt that Public Law 566 would serve this purpose. Upon investigation 
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and the formation of watershed associations in my district, it was found that 
Public Law 566 was not applicable to my section of the country. 

For a number of years my district has suffered intensively from the lack of 
rainfall. Farmland and woodlands along our water streams have suffered. 
Fortunately, our farmers did not reach the stage of complete drought condi- 
tions as experienced in many other areas of the Nation. However, the pro- 
longed drought has been so severe that it has greatly reduced the production of 
cotton, corn, and other cash crops. 

As these conditions continued to prevail year after year, our farmers became 
more concerned with water and soil conservation. They have progressed to 
the point where some assistance will be needed in order to fulfill their overall 
program of water retention and conservation, 

I deeply feel, gentlemen, that the recommendations of committee No. 2, 
National Watershed Congress of 1954, should be recognized by this committee. 
As you know, this watershed congress committee recommended revision of the 
limiting and restricting language in section 4 of Public Law 566. I firmly be- 
lieve that the passage of H. R. 6146 or H. R. 6148 will place the emphasis of 
water conservation on the importance of balancing supplies of water with our 
needs for water at a given time and place. 

The passage of either of these bills will correct the inequity found in sub- 
section 2 of section 4 of Public Law 566, wherein the southern flatland States 
are excluded from Federal assistance under Public Law 566. 

It is my humble request, gentlemen, that this honorable committee give this 
important legislation favorable consideration. It is also respectfully requested 
that this committee take expeditious action so that the watershed associations 
that have been formed will be able to continue in existence with a constructive 
program. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to appear before you. 


Mr. Poace. We will now take up the next item. 
(Whereupon, at 11:15 a. m., the committee proceeded to other 
business. ) 








AMENDMENTS TO WATERSHED PROTECTION AND 
FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


MONDAY, JULY 18, 1955 


House or RepreseNTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSERVATION AND CREDI?, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. W. R. Poage (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. Poace. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Mr. Peterson, I believe you have a statement to make in regard to 
the watershed bills. 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Mr. Poage. Pertaining to both of these bills, which are identical. 

Mr. Prrerson. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF E. L. PETERSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY DONALD A. WILLIAMS, AD- 
MINISTRATOR, AND CARL B. BROWN, PLANNING DIVISION, SOIL 
CONSERVATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Pererson. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, I appreciate your invitation to testify on H. R. 6148, a bill 
to amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act to pro- 
vide that the Federal Government shall pay a portion of the cost of 
certain works of improvement constructed for the purpose of water 
conservation. 

The widespread interest and concern about the use of water re- 
sources and their interrelationships to uses of land both forested and 
agricultural makes this bill of special interest to the Department of 
Agriculture. The demand for a watershed-protection and flood-pre- 
vention program has increased during the past 6 months. Newest 
evidence of this is found in the actions by State legislatures during the 
1955 sessions to provide local organizations in their respective States 
with the required authority to cooperate with the Secretary of Agri- 
culture in carrying out, operating, and maintaining works of improve- 
ment pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 566. At present 18 
States have enacted at least 26 items of legislation aimed at ‘his 
objective. Most of the remaining States either have adequate le sla- 
tion to at least initiate the planning features of the program or are 
studying their needs for new or amendatory legislation. In only eight 
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of the States does it appear that the lack of adequate legislation may 
cause some difficulty by local organizations desiring to initiate work 
pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 566. 

It is my understanding that H. R. 6148 is intended to broaden the 
purposes of Public Law 566 within the field of water conservation and 
irrigation. The Department of Agriculture believes it necessary that 
each project undertaken covering the use of water provide the maxi- 
mum attainable beneficial use of the water affected together with 
associated land treatment consistent. with the economic pattern of the 
immediate area involved. We also believe it desirable to have the 
maximum attainable non-Federal participation in water-resource 
development. 

Public Law 566 authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to provide 
Federal assistance to local organizations in carrying out works of 
improvement for (1) flood prevention (including structural and 
land-treatment measures), or (2) agricultural phases of the conserva- 
tion, development, utilization, and disposal of water. With respect 
to the agricultural phases of the conservation of water, however, 
Public Law 566 restricts the authority of the Secretary by providing 
in section 4 (2)— 
that no part of the construction costs for providing any capacity in structures 
for purposes other than flood prevention and features related thereto shall 
be borne by the Federal Government under the provisions of this Act. 

The amendment proposed to Public Law 566 would extend its appli- 
cation to beneficial uses of water such as irrigation, domestic, munici- 
pal, and industrial uses and insofar as such beneficial uses obtained, 
reduce water wastage. It would give recognition to the full poten- 
tial of impounded water in the limited number of small dam sites 
for beneficial uses as well as to flood prevention. It is my under- 

. standing that the bill would broaden the authority of the Secretary of 
Agriculture under Public Law 566 to permit participation with local 
organizations in achieving these purposes. 

It is the view of the Department of Agriculture that when such 
beneficial uses are served, as is here proposed, the costs of providing 
such benefits should be included as a part of total costs, and that the 
beneficiaries should pay such portion of those costs as the ratio of 
their benefits are to total benefit. The amendment under discussion 
should specifically so provide. From our experience up to this time 
we would recommend that the cost-sharing provision of Public Law 
566 applicable to flood-control features not be disturbed. 

This bill seeks to provide expanded authority to accomplish objec- 
tives similar to those provided for in H. R. 5881 dealing with small 
irrigation projects and S. 2442 on the same subject. Both of these 
bills now before the Congress provide for certain authorities to the 
Department of Agriculture in the irrigation field. 

The problem of water conservation and expanded uses of water for 
irrigation and for other purposes exists in all the States. The Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has a direct concern with the conservation of 
water as well as the conservation of soil. The interrelationship of 
soil and water and provision for dealing with this interrelationship 
as one problem is well recognized in Public Law 566. We strongly 
favor the principle of dealing with the interrelated water and land 
problems together and on a watershed basis as provided in the Water- 
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. 
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The executive branch of the Government, through the President’s 
Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy, is giving careful 
consideration to policies of water-resources development. It is also 
studying reports of the Commission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch of the Government relating to water resources. The provi- 
sion of Public Law 566 and of H. R. 6148 and the legislation now 
being considered by Congress relative to expansion of assistance on 
small irrigation projects to all States are integral parts of the genera] 
water policy of the Nation. It is therefore desirable that considera- 
tion be given to how these separate authorities may relate to the 
intended purposes. 

It seems to us that it is desirable to have incorporated in Public 
Law 566 authority to appropriately provide in watershed work plans 
to take advantage of all opportunities for beneficial use of water, 
including its use for irrigation purposes and for prevention of water 
wastage. Section 1 of H. R. 6148 would accomplish this objective. 
Although, as I have attempted to point out, it needs to carry its 
own language with respect to cost sharing. If a reasonable degree 
of consistence in the application of public programs such as is pro- 
vided for in legislation proposed in H. R. 5881 and S. 2442, and 
contained in Public Law 566, is to be attained, there is need for 
harmonizing their respective provisions. We are hopeful that ex- 
pected progress under Public Law 566 will not be retarded because of 
disharmony in provisions of legislation of similar applicability. 

I will be glad to attempt to answer any questions you might have, 
and some of our staff are here to answer in more detail. 

Mr. Poagr. You have endeavored to carry out this program 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poaer. And you have been unsuccessful in your efforts so far? 

Mr. Pererson. That is true. 

Mr. Poace. You have discussed the general program; because, as 
I see it, the whole question of the desirability of this legislation is 
dependent upon the relationship to the general program announced 
in Public Law 566. 

I do not know whether this is in harmony with it or whether this is 
something in conflict with it. Of course, it does not necessarily mean 
that we have to pass legislation that does the same thing as the other 
bill did. If we have to keep just what that bill provides, then there 
is no need for any legislation. But we can make changes if we want 
to in that legislation. But, frankly, has that legistation ever amounted 
to anything ? 

Mr. Pererson. Public Law 566 you are referring to? 

Mr. Poaer. Yes. 

Mr. Pererson. We are underway with work under Public Law 566 
following the initiation of developments we pursued in the pilot 
watershed work. 

Mr. Poaer. According to the purpose of 566, I thought it was going 
to be a great program, as large as our highway program. I envisioned 
it as being something that would be inte a big thing in this country 





and it would really mean a great deal. Has the Department ever 
approved one single plan under 566? 

r. Wiraitams. Mr. Chairman, perhaps I can give a kind of review 
of the status at this time, in answer to that question. 
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Mr. Poaae. I think that would be well; but let us get an answer 
to the question, first. 

Mr. Wuuaiams. The answer to that question specifically is, “No; 
there has been no work planned that has reached the stage yet of 
approval.” There are some in the stage preliminary to approval that 
we have given a review of here in a preliminary way and they are 
proceeding and working with the local people to firm up the arrange- 
ments. 

There are some 68, I believe the figure is, of the watersheds that 
we have approved for planning and they are in various stages of 
development at the present time and we anticipate there will be 
upward of 25 work plans that will have reached the stage of maturity 
where those can be submitted to the Congress in January or that, as 
required by law, will have passed the required period of 45 days. 

Mr. Poace. How are you going to submit them to the Congress 
unless there is some complete change in the present policy of the 
Department? As I understand it, your policy today is to require the 
local interests to pay at least one-half of the cost of the physical 
structures in addition to all of the cost of land treatment. Is not that 
right ? 

Mr. Pererson. That is essentially correct, although the basic policy 
premise is that the local beneficiaries shall pay that portion of the 
direct benefits that accrue to them. Then the policy is changed to 
provide that where justification exists a a stoenth may include, when 
submitted to Congress, provision for the Federal Government to pay 
beyond that basic principal other cost distribution. 

Mr. Poace. But the law did not prescribe any percentage that the 
local people should pay ? 

Mr. Pererson. It did not prescribe any percentage that the local 
pa should pay. 

Mr. Poacr. Frankly, we left it wide open with the idea there would 
be projects where we did not expect the local people could pay very 
much of the cost of building the physical structures, because we rec- 
ognize that in almost every case the land-treatment phases of it would 
run probably as expensive as the structural features. 

Mr. Pererson. The cost of the land-treatment phases are calcu- 
lated in the local cost and credited against the contribution by the 
local beneficiaries. Those costs are not separable; they are included 
in the total project cost. 

Mr. Poace. Am I wrong, then, in assuming and was I wrong in my 
statement that I understood you have been unsuccessful so far and, as 
I understand it, your effort was to try to require the local people to pay 
one-half of the cost of the structures in every case ? 

Mr. Pererson. Then I did not understand your statement cor- 
rectly. That is not the case. We provide in the basic policy state- 
ment that it is the policy that local organizations will be expected to 
assume that part of the cost of installing works of improvement, ex- 
clusive of the Federal cost of technical services, such as planning, 
design, supervision, and economic features, that part of the cost which 
is equal to the ratio of local benefits to the total benefits, and all the 
construction costs for water distribution and other facilities for pur- 
poses other than flood prevention and features related thereto. That 
is the basic starting premise, and then the policy statement goes on 
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to say—in addition to such costs as accrue to the Federal Government 
under the above provision, the Federal Government will share a 
portion of the costs that otherwise accrue to the local beneficiaries 
when justified in the work plan and the reasons for so doing are set 
forth in detail. 

And now the reason for the assumption by the Federal Government 
of the additional cost is simply that there is such a tremendous varia- 
tion in all watersheds all over the country, it seemed quite inappro- 
priate to fix the improvements and features where they could be com- 
plied with under all circumstances. 

Mr. Poags. Of course, that is why the law did not fix them. 

Mr. Prrerson. I assumed that was the case, and we attempted to 
follow that. 

Mr. Poage. I am somewhat like the average farmer and I do not 
understand all this language, but the farmer does understand the dif- 
ferenee between paying the cost of on-farm-land treatment and pay- 
ing the cost of the detention structures. 

ow, do you give the farmer credit, which I am sure the authors of 
this legislation contemplated should be given—credit for the expendi- 
tures on his own farm ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poaae. In land treatment ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poage. Which is going to amount, in many cases, to more than 
the total cost of the structures. You give him credit for that? 

Mr. Pererson. That credit is given in calculating the cost of the 
project and his expense for land-treatment features. Our credit goes 
to the contribution to the cost of the direct benefits otherwise attrib- 
utable to him. 

Mr. Poage. Then the part that is left, you contemplate that should 
be a sharing arrangement ? 

Mr. Prrerson. Of the part that is left, let us put it this way: If 
the local organization’s share of the total cost of the project was $1 mil- 
lion and the land treatment constitutes all of the direct benefits—the 
full total land treatment constitutes all of the direct benefits—in terms 
of cost, then the balance is paid by the Federal Government. If it 
does not constitute all of the direct benefits, the remaining balance may 
be required, under this policy, to be paid by the local interests. 

Mr. Poage. Will you repeat that. 

Mr. Pererson. We will assume the cost is $1 million—the cost of 
the land-treatment measures, If it equals the value of the benefits 
accruing directly to the local organization that constitutes their cost. 
The balance is paid by the Federal Government. But if, on the other 
hand, the value of the land-treatment measures is less than the value 
of the direct benefits, as to the difference of the local organization 
would, under the basic policy statement, be expected to make up in 
cash the difference. The policy statement does provide, however, that 
upon justification the Daaeual. Government may pay part or all of 


that difference, or even go beyond that. 

Mr. Poage. Let us break that down a little further. Let us assume 
the land treatment is going to cost $700,000 in this area you described 
and $300,000 for the work of the detention structures and.small reser- 
voirs to be built; that the benefits from the land treatment are going 
to run $700,000 to the landowners and that the detention structures 
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are all going to show up downstream and not on the land where they 
are located—then, do I understand the Federal Government will pay 
all or any part of the $300,000? Is that right? 

Mr. Pererson. It could. It depends upon whether or not the direct 
benefits can be identified. 

Mr. Poace. I understand that. But you are making the assumption 
in a case where the benefits did not exceed the direct expenditures by 
the farmers. And that is what I was trying to illustrate and I am 
making that assumption. Of course, you can only make an assump- 
tion, but certainly we do make some kind of finding as to what are 
the direct benefits and what are the downstream benefits. And if we 
assume direct benefits do not exceed the out-of-pocket cost to the 
farmer and that the total benefit of the detention structures is for dis- 
tant areas and not for the immediate area, then the Federal Govern- 
ment would assume all of the cost of the structures. I am not asking 
you to assume that, but I am saying you could assume that for those 
detention structures ? 

Mr. Pererson. It could. 

Mr. Poace. Under your program. 

Mr. Pererson. It could. 

Mr. Poace. And under your program it could assume in apportion- 
ing the cost that might be worked out that-it might be 90 percent, or 
might be 50 percent ? 

Mr. Pererson. That is true. We tried to provide a flexibility in 
this program so that it can be made to fit the local situation as the 
situation exists. 

Mr. Poace. That is exactly what IT am sure the authors of this leg- 
islation had in mind, that that flexibility could exist. I do not want 
to be in the position of saying it does not exist under your regula- 
tions, but this committee is trying to find out really what the situation 
is. I want to make it clear that we are not here trying to say you 
are not properly administering the program; we are just trying to 
find out how it is being administered ; because, since you say no pro- 
gram has been approved, obviously the farmers of the country are 
getting pretty discouraged about this thing and I am afraid the whole 
program is going to fall flat on its face. I had a letter last week from 
one of the farmers on Tehuacan Creek project in Texas, up in Me- 
Lennan County. There has probably been more interest in Tehuacan 
Creek than in any project in this State, but the people have become 
thoroughly discouraged because they feel nothing is being done and, 
as a matter of fact, they are going to bear a great deal more than half 
of the cost. 

The land treatment on that project is a very large part of the pro- 
gram, and they are going to have to pay a great deal more than half 
of the cost, I am sure. They have gotten the idea they are going, in 
addition to the land treatment, to have to pay one-half of the cost of 
all structures that are built. 

I am glad to find that is not true, but certainly that idea is pretty 
widespread, and a great many people in a great many areas have be- 
come thoroughly discouraged, and are saying it does not mean a thing 
in the world; that it is nothing but “eyewash”; that there will never 
be anything to come of it; it gives so little help. Many of them are 
saying, “Now, you cannot do anything about it; let us forget it and 
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go on like we have done for the last 200 years.” I think that has hap- 
pened in a great many areas all over the United States. I think it is 
most unfortunate. I realize the difficulties you folks face. I think if 
you can ever begin to approve some projects, if you can begin to get a 
few of them off the ground, it will have a very fine effect on all the 
rest. 

I realize we are running right up against the end of Congress now, 
and probably it will be next winter Sates anything is done; but if 
at least you could get a few of them approved, it would make the 
people feel much better. 

I think this is one of those programs that we will destroy if we 
put too much deadweight on it in the early stages; because the 
enthusiasm of the local interests is the thing on which the program now 
depends for success, and if you destroy the local interest, kill the local 
enthusiasm, that is the end of it, because the farmers just do not keep 
those things going year after year. They get enthusiastic, get ready 
to go ahead, and next year they will be so thoroughly discouraged 
that it will be a harder job to rejuvenate their enthusiasm. 

Mr. Horr. Mr. Chairman, I am not so much concerned over the 
fact that the program did not get started as soon as was hoped. I 
think in very large measure the slowness with which the program has 
been developed has been due to the fact that in many States there has 
not. been the authority in the State or local districts that permitted the 
formulation and submission of plans. Nevertheless, it was necessary 
in a great many States for the legislatures in session last winter to 
enact legislation. I do not have a record of how many States did 
enact legislation; I know some did and I assume that legislation is 
helping to expedite the submission of projects to the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service. So I have not. been so much concerned about that, be- 
cause I feel that will develop in time. But I have been concerned 
about letters I have gotten —— other Members of Congress have gotten 
from a good many States, in which local people seem to be quite 
discouraged over their ability to participate in projects based upon 
the interpretation they understand is being placed upon the legislation. 

I think in part that may be due to the fact they are comparing this 
legislation to the pilot-plant projects and the complaint I get. in a good 
many cases is that they thought this was going to be similar with the 
pilot-plant projects and it now appears to be a considerably different 
program. 

I have taken all this time to lead up to my question, which is, will 
you outline the principal differences in the admiistration of the 
pilot-plant projects and these projects. 

Mr. Wu1aMs. I will be glad to answer that. The pilot-plan pro- 
gram is simply projects approved for demonstration purposes. The 
local people bore all of the costs of the land treatment job in addition 
to any ACP help they might have gotten, but there was nothing in the 
pilot-plant program itself that related to the land-treatment job 
except in a technical way. In the construction work which, in some 
of the pilot projects, was very difficult, and in others was previoralhy 
nothing, the Federal Government bore the major part of the costs of 


the construction work in the pilot projects—not all the costs. That 
varied by projects, you might say. , 
Mr. Poage. You did not provide the rights of way ¢ 
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Mr. WittrAMs. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. What else? 

Mr. Wix1aMs. On some projects, there was some significant local 
contribution in the way of tabor, materials, and some foo of the 
cost; while in others the Federal Government essentially paid all of 
the cost of the structure itself, other than the rights of way. We gave 
the local people credit for land-treatment work they had carried out 
and that was left to be carried out, and, considering it was approxi- 
mately a 50-50 project, the cost would be combined. We did not try to 
hold to the 50-50 cost sharing in each specific project, but we tried 
to get that much for a group of projects as a whole, so that they did 
not get too far apart. 

For example, one of the Arizona projects was almost exclusively on 
Federal land. Obviously, those people could not and should not pay 
that large a percentage of the cost. But under the pilot program the 
principle of relating a portion of the local costs to local benefits was 
not involved as a specific thing. Under the Public Law 566 arrange- 
ment, the general formula as set up by the Secretary’s policy statement, 
is that the local people should share in the costs of the program in 
proportion as the local benefits are to the total benefits. It does not 
say structures; it does not say land treatment. It can be on the total 
program. And inthe work plans that have developed now to the stage 
that they are making a calculation of the total benefits, the local bene- 
fits, and the proposed cost, they are taking into account the total pro- 
gram—not just the structures—and as a broad benefit but not tied to 
any specific Public Law 566 watershed. We thought by and large 
that the Federal Government’s participation should not exceed about 
50 percent of the cost nationwide. 

Mr. Horr. When you say “cost” you mean the entire cost of the proj- 
ect including land treatment and structures ? 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. That is correct. In the specific case we reviewed 
with Mr. Smith, our State conservationist in Texas, about 2 weeks ago, 
we reviewed it carefully in the Service, Mr. Smith and I, and we 
reviewed it with Mr. Peterson—— 

Mr. Poacr. What creek was that—Bushy Creek? 

Mr. Wuu1ams. That was Cummings Creek, I believe, although 
Bushy Creek is in the same State. Cummings Creek takes into ac- 
count the total program for all Cummings Creek. That included the 
land-treatment job, because it had already been done in that creek, 
plus the structures proposed. The benefits of flood protection and the 
other aspects of the program in that particular area were evaluated 
and it was determined from our calculations that the local benefits of 
the total program going to the local interests would amount to about 
54 percent. My percentage may be a little off, but that the total bene- 
fits to the extent of 54 percent would be local in character and 46 per- 
cent nonlocal. 

In estimating the cost of the land treatment, those people would bear 
all of that cost except the extra segment of technical help that would 
be provided, and would bear a portion—bear all of the costs of the 
right-of-way, bear the costs of letting the contract, instead of the Gov- 
ernment letting the contract, and any of the costs that were required 
by law that they share. And that local group had made a proposal to 
Mr. Smith that they would put up $250,000 in cash toward the con- 
struction of the structures themselves. And totaling up all of those 
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contributions of the local people themselves, the land treatment, rights- 
of-way, and things they have to put in, plus the $250,000—indicated 
that kind of contribution on their part would more than exceed the 54 
percent of local benefits—as I recall it, about 57 percent. But if you 
took the structures alone they would be paying about 15 percent of 
the structures per se; but, in terms of the total job to be done, they 
would be paying, land treatment and all, about 57 percent. 

That general situation was reviewed with Mr. Smith while he was 
here, and I am sure it was the feeling of both Mr. Peterson and myself 
that it was fully within the intent of the policy provision, and we sug- 
gested to Mr. Smith that he proceed to work with the local people to 
see whether or not that sort of an arrangement could be firmed up 
with them. 

Mr. Poags. Of course, where you approve that is just what is done 
there; but do we understand, generally speaking, that the type of pro- 
gram you just described would be acceptable to you folks? 

Mr. Wittrams. I believe I can say so. 

Mr. Peterson. There is no question about it; it is acceptable. 

Mr. Poacer. Then I think the important thing in that connection 
is to get a few of that type signed up. I think that would make a lot 
of people feel a whole lot better and they would feel more certain 
about the program. 

Mr. Pererson. I would like to observe, if I recall correctly, that 
this legislation, I believe, became effective in August of last year. 
Then it was necessary to develop the Secretary’s policy statement ; the 
Service had to develop the administrative articles of procedure and 
instructions to the field staff; many States had to enact legislation in 
order to avail themselves of the benefit of this act. So while there has 
been what may appear to be delay, actually we feel the delay has not 
been undue. We are most concerned that this be a sound program. 
We want the local people to undertake to put up the funds necessary 
for land treatment and the other participation that will be fully 
sound, within their capacity, and for the community’s benefit, think- 
ing of benefit in the long term, and to have a sound project as the one 
we make to them, rather than to rush in with a lot of projects and have 
them vacated. 

I can understand there is an apparent slowness, but we feel we are 
making progress and we feel it will accelerate as much of the pre- 
liminary work is now done. We feel there will be an acceleration, 
and I would like to assure this committee that the program con- 
templated will not fail if there is anything we can do to prevent its 
failure. We regard this as being one of the more important pieces of 
work with which we are charged. I think it has a great potential 
for the Nation and we are hopeful and enthusiastic about this pro- 
gram. 

Mr. Poacr. I think it is one of the most important jobs the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has ever tried to do and I think it is one of the 
most important undertakings that the Federal Government has ever 
attempted. 

Mr. Horr. Now, what you have just said makes it particularly 
important, of course, that we know just what the formula is on which 
you determine what are local benefits and what are general benefits. 


Is your present formula any different from the one you used in the 
pilot-plant projects? 
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Mr. Wiuiams. This is a question of local benefits against total. 
benefits. The essential criteria per se is the pilot program. It was 
in the approach an individual program to start. I think it is that 
very point that is causing some degree of confusion or fear that it is 
going to make any difference in how the cost sharing works out. 

Mr. Horr. I think that is probably true. I think it is a lack of 
information on the part of the local people as to how you are goin 
to apply the formula that is causing some apprehension. I have tol 
people who have written me about it, complaining about the way 
the program is being administered and referrmg to the formula, 
that I did not know how I could have any judgment on the matter 
until after the projects had been submitted and I could see how you 
applied the formula. Then I would have some judgment as to whether 
you were doing it in the way that I thought Congress had in mind 
when we passed the legislation. 

But in most cases the people who have written me were beginning 
to yell before they were hit. They may be hit; I do not know; I 
am not in a position to tell they won’t be. But I think it was ap- 
prehension rather than any knowledge of just what their obligations 
were going to be. 

I have brought a few letters here. I do not think I have any that 
have been written to me, but I have a couple of letters here that Mr. 
Watts left with me. He intended to be present. The writers of these 
letters express the fear there was too unequal a cost-sharing arrange- 
ment and they were not going to be able to go ahead with their projects. 

(Mr. Hope read the letter off the record. ) 

Mr. Horr. Now, what comment would you want to make on that 
letter ¢ 

Mr. Wi11aMs. I would like to comment on that that the letter of 
Mr. Wakefield, I believe, draws a distinction between individual farms 
and groups of farms and indicates that the Federal Government, un- 
der the pilot program, is paying for the cost of the community type or 
group of farm jobs as against individual farm jobs. That is not en- 
tirely correct, although the general direction is that way. 

The policy of the Department, as established, did not draw the line 
between individual farms and groups of farms as the distinction be- 
tween the Federal Government paying or not paying, but rather what 
benefit the work was, whether that was done on the individual farm 
or perhaps by two or three farms going together. If those benefits 
were purely local to the two or three farms involved, then the policy 
statement indicates that the local people should pay for that benefit 
but provides an opportunity for justification by the local group for 
the Federal Government to share in some portion of the cost of it. 
So the difference there is without reference to whether it has been an 
individual farm rather than two or three or more farms that are 
involved. 

Mr. Horr. That is a question, then, that could not be decided un- 
til the project was actually submitted ¢ 

Mr. Wixiiams. That is correct. Of course, it would be much easier 
to administer a program in terms of computations of cost sharing if 
there was a specific percentage that just applied to everybody all over 
the country ; but, as the Congress considered the bill, they determined 
that setting up a specific percentage would not be equitable; that there 
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did need to be considered the merits of each individual watershed proj- 
ect. We know that the Bureau of the Budget, in its consideration of 
the present rules and regulations, is giving consideration to the same 
manner, 

The Secretary’s office gave consideration to the possibility of 50— 
50 or some other proportion of sharing, but decided there was so much 
difference between projects as to who received benefits that a 50-50 
proposition might be entirely right in one place, but on the next water- 
shed it might be entirely wrong. So, again, in the policy statement 
the Secretary said the basic premise should be related to who gets the 
benefits rather than whether it is an individual farm or group. of 
farms. 

Carrying that further into the handling, we in the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service endeavored to spell out the procedure in the handbook 
which would recognize that concept—in other words, to analyze water- 
shed by watershed. As I illustrated, this Cummings Creek roposi- 
tion was an analysis of Cummings Creeks, but the next ort might 
have quite a different analysis and perhaps instead of the local suaela’s 
share being 57 percent, it may be it woul be 40 percent or 60 or some 
other figure, depending upon the particular circumstances. Having 
a flexible basis, some of chen have real problems of administration ; 
there is no question about that. At the same time, flexibility is essen- 
tial to have equity among watersheds, or a general equity. That is 
one of the problems of the administration, that we just have to face, is 
the way. we look at it. 

Mr. Hore. It has always been my understanding, as far as this leg- 
islation is concerned, that it would be flexible. I think Congress recog- 
nized that very definitely by not putting a formula in the bill, and the 
only discussion I ever heard was that it should be flexible. When 
veople have asked me about how the cost would be shared, I have said 
it would be flexible and depend altogether on the particular situation 
that was under consideration, but I thought Congress had in mind 
it would be about a 50-50 proposition on the average. And I think 
most people have felt that was about the way the thing would be 
divided in the overall picture. 

Now, is that still in line with your thinking? I do not mean to 
commit you 

Mr. Wittuiams. For the country as a whole, yes, Mr. Hope; but not 
necessarily in one specific project. 

Mr. Hore. That is the basis on which I put it—not as to any par- 
ticular project but for the country as a whole. I think if that is gen- 
erally understood, a lot of people who have fears now will perhaps 
look at the matter a little differently. Let me call your attention to 
some editorials that I think perhaps raise some fears, and there may be 
others. I have seen others, but I just happen to have these two, and 
I would like to have this go in the record. Here is an editorial from 
the Country Gentleman magazine that you no doubt are familiar with. 
‘The editorial reads as follows: 





Your hopes for local watershed development and flood control may be in for a 
rude jolt. Red tape and a tight cost-sharing policy are threatening to bog down 
operation of the new Watershed Protection Act. 

New regulations seek a 50-50 cost split between farmers and Government on 
each water-retarding and silt-detention structure involving Federal funds. 
Worst. blow is that previous conservation work done on the land will not be 
credited as a part of the local contribution, as in the pilot watershed program. 
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Early expectations had been for a 50-50 sharing of costs of an entire watershed 
project, including work on the land. Critics of the new policy predict it will 
impose 75 to 90 percent of the total project costs on farmers, only 10 to 25 per- 
cent on the Government. 

Would you want to comment on that ? 

Mr. Prrerson. Only to say that is a fully erroneous statement, ex- 
cept as to the portion which says land-treatment work undertaken by 
a farmer in his own interest, for his own benefit, prior to the initiation 
of the project is not credited into the project. 

Mr. Horr. You do not give any credit at all for that? 

Mr, Pererson. Not for what he has done in his own interest, on his 
own operation prior to the time there was a project developed. 

Mr. Horr, Whatever he has to do on his own land to bring it in 
harmony with the watershed project, you do give credit for that? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir. The question there is if we were, before 
the project. was set up, to undertake to give the farmers credit, how 
many years back would you go to give the farmer credit, and it must 
be assumed before this law was passed, before the project was con- 
sidered, if a farmer did improve his own land, he must have done 
it in his own interest, and in many conservation measures, also, the 
had Government participation under the ACP program—not in all 
cases, but in many cases. 

Mr. Horr. You circulated something that gave about the same 
impression as the article I read, and then the National Association 
of Soil Conservation District Supervisors in some of their literature 
have also circulated information which would be calculated, I 
think—I do not mean calculated in the way of design, but would 
result probably in creating about the same impression. You probably 
have seen that information. 

Mr. Pererson. May I observe that in our experience up to the end 
of last year, on the pilot watershed projects, the ratio of Federal to 
local cost has been about 52 percent local to 48 percent Federal. 

Mr. Wiuurams. I believe Mr. Brown has the actual figures on that. 

Mr. Brown. Our compilation of costs up to June 30 this year has 
shown 53.8 percent non-Federal and 46.2 percent Federal cost on the 
total pilot program. 

Mr. Hope. In the pilot ane did you give credit for work that 
had been done previously ¢ 

Mr. Brown. Yes. 

Mr. Horr. You did give credit for work that had been done pre- 
viously ? 

Mr. WiuuiaMs. That is a significant difference, Mr, Hope. 

Mr. Horr. You went back several years? 

Mr. Wittams. We ran into some real problems on that in deter- 
mining what things had been done that were actually a part of or 
coal ee considered as a part of that watershed program: per se. 
And it was because of the difficulties of establishing those things 
that from the experience we gained on the pilot program. we felt 
it was im rections to attempt to back up and give those credits; 
that you hive to have a specific time and the specific time would 





locally be at the time one of those projects is initiated rather than 
some other time. 

Mr. Hope. That, in all probability, is the most important difference 
do you not think, from ‘the standpoint ‘of the people who are critical 
now of the present program ? weer ! 
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Mr. Wriu1aMs. I think they fear that it will be. 

Mr. Hore. Let us put it that way. That is the thing that seems to 
concern them, at least. 

Mr. Brown. Might I add one additional item of statistics on the 
pilot program that might be of interest, that of the cost of the struc- 
tural measures in the pilot program, non-Federal mterests bore 32.8 
percent, or approximately one-third, and the Federal Government 
hore 67.2 percent, or approximately two-thirds. The non-Federal 
contribution included easements and rights-of-way, but sinee they 
ordinarily run only 10 or 15 percent, it shows there was some sub- 
stantial contribution over and above that. In the other program pri- 
vate interests bore 88.3 percent of the cost and the Federal Gov- 
ernment bore 11.7 percent, which was largely technical assistance. 

Mr. Hore. Under 566 do you give the local communities credit for 
the cost of providing the rights-of-way and other things which the law 
provides they must furnish? 

Mr. Wirutams. Yes; that is taken into account in the Federal and 
non-Federal contributions. 

Mr. Horr. Is'there any difference there between the programs under 
566 and under the pilot program ? 

Mr. Brown. Not insofar as the crediting of that cost is concerned. 
T think the misunderstanding has come about from the fact that the 
first stage of calculation depends on the ratio of local. benefits to 
total benefits, and that is figured only against the structural work; 
in other words, the detention structures and other measures are 
evaluated to determine what part of those measures should be credited 
directly to local people and what part are general community-type 
benefits or benefits to the Federal Government. 

In most small watersheds that we have examined so far 60 or 80 

ercent or more of the benefits of the structural measures are local 

nefits; those are benefits that can be identified particularly with 
specific individuals. If you put a levee around a piece of land it is 
obvious the beneficiaries are those particular land owners. By and 
large, the benefits will run 60 to 80 percent. People have seen that 
first part of the formula but have overlooked the fact'that credit is 
then given as an offset against that for the value of the land treat- 
ment that is being done. The policy statement does not say they must 
bear all the cost that is properly allocable to local beneficiaries, but 
the land treatment is offset against that. 

Mr. Poage. I would not want Mr. Hope’s statement to stand the 
way it is without pointing out that if you proceed in that policy, 
it seems to me you would do damage to people who have tried to 
help soil conservation in the past, and you will strike a death blow 
to any support for soil conservation. 

I am sure you will recall in Bell, Falls, and Milam Countries, Tex., 
70,000 acrés were placed’ under treatment, and that was probably 
the first acreage of that size ever placed under treatment. That was 
about’ 10 ‘years’ ago. As T understand your program, these people 
vould never get the benefits without paying practically all the cost 
themselves; becatise they could never get any credit for the work they 
have'already done, and consequently. the’ very people who have carried 
‘on soil conservation in the past will be penalized. 

Mr. Pererson. We would not view that'as'correct. 

Mr. Poace. Why not? 
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Mr. Prrerson. It would be presumed that those people would not 
have undertaken that work unless they could get a return from the 
investment that they have put in. This is a carrying forward. The 
desirability of the work they undertook was in the public interest 
as well as their own, but if we were to credit what men did for their 
own benefit and put that over as a public cost, it would seem to us we 
would be misusing public funds. 

It is where work is for the public benefit that public funds should 
be used. 

Mr. Poace. As I understand it, if they did the same kind of work 
next year you would give them credit for it, but what they did last 
year you would give them no credit for on the same land, at the same 
location. 

Mr. Pererson. If the work they undertook appropriately treats the 
watershed so that there is no need for the project we would assume 
they would not undertake it. But if further work were required under 
the program of course it would come within the confines of this act and 
any additional work they would undertake would be credited. 

Mr. Poace. You remember 10 years ago this work consisted almost 
entirely of vegetation work and putting in fences to provide proper 
sodding and that type of work. That is what was done in that area. 
But they did get, I believe, the largest bloc ever signed up in the Elm 
Creek area. 

Mr. WiuuraMs. Perhaps in a single bloc. 

Mr. Poacr. They got everybody to go into the soil-conservation pro- 
gram. Obviously they have not done all the things that should be 
done there to prevent floods. They have done some of the things and 
some of those things are still helpful. If you give credit for all the 
benefits that are still in existence, I think that is all you should do. 
I do not think you should give credit for work that has long since 
washed away and has no benefit remaining. If you give credit for all 
the benefits that are remaining today that is all I am asking. I am 
not asking you to give credit for all the money that was spent. But it 
does seem to me that those who have done work in the past that is 
peer beneficial should be given credit for it. 

Mr. Horr. Before you answer that, may I add to the comment also 
that it seems to me it is really doing an injustice, perhaps, to say that 
when a man.has gone out in previous years, prior to the beginning of 
this program, and done some work on his own land that he did that 
solely to benefit his own land. Most of the people I know of who have 
engaged in work in the soil-conservation districts have been pretty 
dedicated people. They have felt it would not only benefit their land 
but they were working with their neighbors on projects which would 
benefit the entire community and the Nation. If your reason for say- 
ing they should not be given credit for that now is that they must have 
expected full benefit a it, it is not a good reason. I think you 


should have a better reason than that. It may be that it is difficult 
to assess and ascertain just how much value that work now has as a 
part of the project, but I think it can be done and it seems to me that 
ap are making a mistake if you go on the theory that no credit should 

e given for this work, because you accept it as a fact. that the man 
did the work entirely for the benefit of his own land and no other 
land is going to benefit from it. 
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Mr. Pererson. In that connection, there are thousands of farmers 
over America in all of the States who might be classified as conserva- 
tion farmers. There are farmers who have taken good care of their 
land. Some have taken advantage of public programs that are avail- 
able to them in various ways and to various degrees. To establish as 
a policy that we were to go back and try to evaluate what portion of 
the prior work should be credited in connection with this program, 
frankly seems to us as being so fraught with inequality as between 
landowners that we could not ahora it and maintain equitable re- 
lations. So we had to assume that we would treat that area from the 
time they undertook this local project. 

Mr. Poacer. You are taking the position here, as I understand it, 
that where a community has been active in soil-conservation work it 
will be more difficult for them to proceed in this program than a com- 
munity that has never shown any interest in soil conservation. If 
people who did nothing can come in and show a great deal of benefit 
could be derived from the program in their area they would now be 
favored. It seems to me you are penalizing the man who did the most 
work. You did not get 70,000 acres signed up in the Elm Creek water- 
shed because the people there felt they would be the only ones to ben- 
efit from it. Some signed up because they felt if they were to be good 
citizens of the community they should go along. But it does not make 
any difference under your program, as I see it, that they did sign up. 
You would give them credit today if they did those things after the 
program was inaugurated ¢ 

Mr. Perrerson. That is correct. 

Mr. Poacer. I cannot see why you do not give them credit because 
they did the same thing before the program was inaugurated. If 
you fail to do for the man who voluntarily did this work what you 
would do for a man who does it more or less under compulsion, it seems 
to me you work a terrible injustice. 

Mr. Pererson. We have understood, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
that the objective of this legislation was to bring under proper treat- 
ment and control the lands that needed further effort and could be 
benefited. 

Mr. Poacr. But not at the cost of mistreating a group of people 
who have been trying to do this thing for a long time. 

Mr. Pererson. I think we have to determine what the objective is, 
and it seems to us the question is whether the objective is to go back 
and credit people for doing what they ought to have done, if I may 
use that term, or to bring more intensive treatment of the land. 

Mr. Poacr. Very bluntly, what you are suggesting is the objective 
is to get this work done, therefore you are not interested in who gets a 
fair deal and who does not get a fair deal just so long as you get the 
work done. I do not think that was the intention of the Congress 
that wrote this bill. We want the good result but we want it honestly 
and fairly achieved. We do not want it done by means that deny to 
the pa who made it possible any share in this program. 

Mr. Pererson. We are not trying to deny any credit to people who 


are entitled to it under this legislation or any legislation. 

Mr. Poace. You are interpreting this legislation, however, so that 
the result is all that matters. 

Mr. Pererson. That is not exactly what I said, pardon me, Mr. 
Chairman. 
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Mr. Poacr. What did you say, then? I understood you to say you 
thought this legislation was passed in order to get results. 

Mr. Pererson, It seemed, to.us the objeetive was) to get. the maxi, 
mum amount of land managed as could be bought under its terms, and 
where the need has been’ lessened, beeause people on their, own initiative 
had taken care of the need, it seemed to,us we would not, get the great- 
est need taken care of if we went back and gave credit)to people, who 
had undertaken the work on their,own initiative, 

Mr. Poser. Again, as I understand it, youare stressing the results 
achieved without consideration.of the means by, which, you achieved 
them. I think this committee is interested in the, means,as, well as 
the results... We want the results, but, speaking for, myself, 1 do not 
want the results so badlly that I would want, to intentionally and de- 
signedly go out and deny to one, who has cooperated in the past as 
favorable treatment as one who has not cooperated in the, past. 

Mr. Peterson. We would certainly not, want to discriminate. 

Mr. Horn. Mr. ‘Chairman, I would like to make this comment and 
then Iam through... On'this point it seems to me that you would have 
to use some judgment and some diseretion in giving credit for work 
that has been done in! previous. years and perhaps depend on how 
it would fit in with the project. now. being, undertaken, but to the 
extent you ean determine the value of the work that has been done 
and what it contributes to making. the. project, a.suceess, I would say 
I would be 100 percent with what Mr. Poage has said. I understand 
the difficulties you would be confronted with, but, it seems to me in 
theory what Mr. Poage has said expresses the intent of the committee. 

Now I am through. 

Mr. McInrirne. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poace. Mr. McIntire. 

Mr. McInrirz. The only thing I wished to comment on, Mr. Chair- 
man, is that you and Mr. Hope have been more familiar with the 
be ackgr ound.of this matter than I have, but. do we/not perhaps have a 
situation here where there has been a very deep interest on the part of 
farmers in the soil-conservation districts to get other farmers to coop- 
erate—and that program has been one in which there has been some 
personal interest? I know every SCS practice we have on our farm is 
99 percent personal interest. In addition, to that, as we have come 
through the years there has been some Federal contribution to those 
practices. 

Public Law 566, it seemsto me, has been looked upon as a program 
which at this point in the picture is an incentive to develop more in- 
tensive application of these practices and greater Federal contribu- 
tion in an accelerated program in these watershed areas. This is not 
a program to reimburse practices already done but it is to develop an 
accelerated program. The time factor is now and it does not imply 
a reimbursement as far as credits for work already done but is to be 
accepted as an acceleration from now on. 

Mr. Pererson. Your statement of the basic thinking is substantially 
correct, Administratively the question was where you would cut off 
if you were to give credit for prior work. 

Mr. Jounson. It seems to me under the program the boy who 
squandered his money and did no work will get the benefit and the 
man who stayed at home and saved his money and worked hard will 
not get credit for it. 
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Mr. Perrrson.. The question is how can we use the funds to get the 
greatest good, 

Mr. Jounson, I have a local problem, and Mr. Brown is the man 
I have been talking to about this. I have a local problem in the town 
of Black River Falls, Wis., a little town of about 3,000. We had a 
flash flood there last month. I want to read a letter dated June 8, 1955, 
indicating what the people expect of Congress, This letter was written 
2 days after the flash flood: 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN JoHNSON: You have no doubt read in‘the paper about our 
flash flood. in the city. Needless to, say, much damage was done. ‘Two honses 
are in danger of being washed down Town Creek, and in addition thereto we 
almost lost our bathhouse. 

The Town Creek got out.of its bounds by the powerhouse and if the flood had 
continued long enough, I believe that the bridge by the powerhouse would have 
likewise been damaged, 

The city of Black River Falls now contemplates an expenditure of approxi- 
mately $25,000 for emergency flood repairs. This will consist of pilings in Town 
Creek to keep it in its course, and also hauling in sand, rocks, ete., to fill in the 
washed-out areas. : 

AS a taxpayer in the city of Black River Falls, you no doubt know the taxload 
that the city has. The city council last night. unanimously petitioned for aid 
both from the Federal and the State Governments. Inasmuch as you are one of 
our honorary citizens, the city asks that you check into this matter, and repre- 
sent them at Washington for this important undertaking. 

The complete staff. of the city, engineers, utilities, and law, are at your disposal 
for the presentation of any documentary evidence that.you may need. The city 
believes that, with your influence and the information that we have, plus the im- 
portance of highways 12 and 27 for vehicular traffic, that perhaps you Can 
accomplish something for us, 

Thanking you, I remain, 

Very truly yours, 
a City or Biack, RIver FALtLs, 
Morrit Orxiicnh, Clerk. 


P. S.-I am .also authorized to state that if this is not clear enough for you 
that you can call call either me or any of the other public officials long distance 
collect. 


I immediately wrote them.and told them not to spend any of that 
$25,000, I think I am right on that, because they would not get any 
credit for it, and I told them about Publie Law 566. I was not on 
this committee last year but I have done a little studying on this law. 
Then. I got,in touch with Mr, Brown and he wrote them a very good 
letter telling them what to do. 

They hake local meeting the other day and T sent)a girl from my 
office there to take notes. Her letter and the information from that 
meeting is as. follows: 

JuLy 13, 1955, 
Hon, Lester JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR’ CONGRESSMAN JOHNSON: The following is what I got out of the meeting 
last night. I got most of it, at least the high points: 

“Mr. Baxrr. I received a telegram from the Congressman with regard to this 
problem and we also have the legislature behind us. We live in a climate where 
there is approximately 32 inches of precipitation from April 15 to October 15. 
Our largest amount of damage is done at a period when the land is the most 
volunable, or in other words, ready for cultivation. We are thinking of water- 
shed management which will benefit all. the people concerned. I know. we don’t 
expect to get this matter settled overnight, but if enough people are interested 
something should be gained by a meeting such as this. Feel free to make sug- 
gestions and voice your opinion at any time: The people of this city depend on 
Tow Creek for;several things including the swimming pool., The farmers along 
Town Creek depend on the creek for their living, .If there is no land. cover 
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along the creek, it is a certainty that there will be trouble. As it is now, the 
creek is choked with sand. There are 38 farmers involved and approximately 
3,300 acres of land which covers a stretch of about 3 miles. I want to point 
out that the people involved cannot just say: “Uncle Sam, we want a handout.” 
There is a law—Public Law 566—which says in effect, that you are eligible only 
if you have a watershed organization. Also, the help of the ASC and the soil 
conservation group should be of great help in this particular situation. 

“Mr. Lourg DreckTrRAH. The city is very interested and there are many benefits 
that the city would receive along with the farmers. 

“Mrs. M. McDonaLp. We in the city do not want the farmer’s soil down here 
and the farmers want to keep it on their property. Let’s unite together or 
together we fall. 

“Mr. Baker. One of the first things which would have to be done is a survey 
made of the damage, and so forth. 

“Mr. A. H. Trask. Who pays for this survey? 

“Mr. Jog ZELLINGER. The survey would be paid for through the soil conservation 
group. 

“Mr. A. H. Trask. Who is to pay for this project as a whole? 

“Mr. Baxer. As I said, if you have a watershed organization you would be 
entitled to aid. As an example of how destructive rain and water is, and how 
expensive the situations can get, in Buffalo County there is the Mill Creek 
watershed. They organized last June (1954 I presume). On Highway 37 a 
bridge was built in 1940. In 1948 they had to raise the bridge 12 feet because 
the creek had filled in so that the water could not pass through. The cost of 
raising the bridge was $9,000. In all, for this particular bridge over a number 
of years the cost has been over $100,000. This is an example showing the 
expenses involved if the situation is not taken care of in the best way. 

“Mr. Ortiss ISERLOTH. My house is in great danger as of the June 2 flash flood 
washed the Town Creek bank to within 14 feet of my house. The trees are gone 
and the bank is almost straight down. My house is about 80 or 90 feet above 
the creek. I am wondering who I should call on for advice. 

“Mr. Baker. After viewing the situation, I think you know who to ask for 
help. 

“Mr. IsertoTH. I know, the Lord. 

“Mr. BAKER. Perhaps you should contact the soH conservation group for advice. 

“Mr. ZevcitiIncer. The soil conservation can look the situation over and give 
you advice. From there on you would have to get a contractor. Piling would 
be my suggestion and perhaps sand fill.” 

Mr. Baker mentioned that you are working on the Trempealeau-Eau Galle 
projects which are bad situations. He also pointed out that such projects were 
started with a small group of interested citizens such as here in Black River 
Falls. He gave several instances of watershed organizations such as the Beaver 
Creek, Bohemian Valley, and Mill Creek. 

The people didn’t seem to voice much opinion but agreed to have another meet- 
ing in the future and try to get all the people involved together. Mr. Iserloth 
mentioned that he isn’t so afraid of more damage now as he has taken out flood 
insurance. This may be the opinion of several people. I do think that after 
Baker’s talk, some people realize flood insurance is not the solution. Mr. Baker 
read some of the legal papers which other watershed organizations have drawn 
up to give this group an idea of the simplicity of the organization and explained 
that it would not be incorporated. Drektrah said he would be glad to draw up 
the papers. It seems to me that the people are hesitating because they think 
it will cost them money. There was no mention as to when the next meeting is 
to be held. 

Those present at the meeting were, Duane Hoffman, Hugh Trask, Orlis Iserloth, 
Chris Olson, Frank Deringer, A. H. Trask, Louie Drecktrah, Toby Johnson, Tony 
Chucka, Harold Kersting, Mary McDonald, Harold Watson, Joe Zellinger, and 
Glen Voskuil. 

Sincerely yours, 


DororHy Ort, 
Black River Falls Office. 
Mr. Jonnson. Anyhow, the Soil Conservation man held a meeting 
there and told them they would have to organize a watershed. This 
flood was on the 6th and they wrote me on the 8th. 
I want to ask Mr. Peterson this question: The fact that the city of 
Black River Falls is willing to spend $25,000—I assume they still are, 
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this letter was written right after the flood—how can that $25,000 be 
applied if the city is willing to put it up? This creek is about 3 miles 
Jong and every time we have a heavy rain it does a tremendous amount 
of damage. 

Mr. Perrerson. I assume it could be applied under the provisions 
of 566% 

Mr. JoHNson. Was my advice to them to hold the $25,000 until we 
found out what to do—the proper advice / 

Mr. Pererson. It would seem to me it was. You want the maximum 
aid and help that you can get and there are many things to be done 
in flood control on a small w vatershed particularly, ‘and that i is particu- 
larly true of the treatment of the land tributary to the watershed. 

Mr. Brown. We had a similar case from another State recently, and 
we took the position where a watershed had been approved for plan- 
ning under 566, and if the kinds of measures were urgently needed 
and the local people wanted to go ahead and make the expenditure and 
it would become a part of the plan of that watershed, it would be 
fully creditable. 

Mr. Jounson. This creek is 3 miles long and covers about 3,000 
acres, but we are in the position where not even a watershed organiza- 
tion has been started. 

I thought the committee might be interested in some of the com- 
ments of the people who were at this meeting, showing a very good 
spirit among the local people. There was local spirit there. One 
comment was, “Let us unite or separately we will fall.” Here is a 
man whose house was hanging over the bank and he said he did not 

‘are because he had insurance on it. 

Mr. Brown. As you know, Wisconsin was one of the States that 
had to take legislative action in the State legislature. 

Mr. Jounson. I realize that. 

Mr. Brown. We are happy to know that is now completed and 
we see no obstacle to local districts applying for and obtaining as- 
sistance in your State. 

Mr. Jounson. The thing that was bothering me was, if the city 
was willing to put up the money, because the c city water plant is on 
this creek and they have a swimming pool and the creek runs through 
the residential district—you never know when it is going on a ram- 
yage; it is an innocent looking little stream but when we have a 
heavy rain it really goes on a rampage. Can the city donate money 
in place of the farmers? The city is more interested than the farm- 
ers. It is not the farmers who are worked up, it is the city of Black 
River Falls. 

Mr. Pererson. Any affected parties within the watershed, accord- 
ing to my understanding, would be included in the plan. 

Mr. Jounson. A lot “of those farms are not big farms or farms 
that sell for $10,000 or $15,000. Maybe they are $6,000 or $7,000 
farms. 

Mr. Brown. Any source of ftinds is creditable. Funds have come 
from many sources, municipalities, State highway departments, and 
even voluntary contributions from organizations such as Izaak 
Walton. 

Mr. Jounson. I am not going to hold you to it, but how many years 
will it take them, just organizing a watershed, before they can stop 
these floods? 
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Mr. Brown. Ordinarily it takes close to a year from the time an 
application is made for assistance and the time the Department has 
authority after having had the plan before Congress for 45 days to 
begin giving it consideration. They do have a soil-conservation dis- 
trict covering that area. 

Mr. Jounson. The people in this area have not formed a watershed. 

Mr. Brown. The soil-conservation district, in behalf of the people 
in that area, can apply for assistance. That would give them this 
interval of close to a year within which they could perfect their or- 
ganization and provide for the financing of the local share of the cost. 

Mr. Jounson. Could you state for the record when the Wisconsin 
statute was enacted and signed by the Governor? And, Mr. Chair- 
man, I ask uninmous consent to insert some of the letters I have 
received in the record at this point. 

Mr. Poage. Without objection. 

(The following letters were submitted for the record :) 

JULY 9, 1955. 


Morrit ORLICH, 
Clerk, City of Black River Falls, Wis. 

Dear Morrit: I received your letter of July 6 and am glad to know you have 
begun work on the Town Creek. I would say you are making progress and I 
am looking forward to talking with you when [ am home. 

At the moment, it looks as though July 31 is our deadline. I am leaving for 
the district just as soon as Congress adjourns. 

I hope the members of the council feel I have been of some help; but, as I told 
you, I will be of most assistance when you are requesting a grant here in 
Washington. 

Sincerely yours, 
LESTER JOHNSON, 





Crry or BLAcK RIver FALLs, 
Black River Falls, Wis., July 6, 1955. 
Mr. LESTER JOHNSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Lester: We are making some progress on our Town Creek flood control 
aid. Mr. E. O. Baker was in town and we are having a meeting with the 
farmers along Town Creek on July 13 in the evening. This meeting is called 
to get the farmers to plant trees along the creek and whatever else is needed to 
control the creek. 

We also had a United States Army Corps of Engineers representative meet with 
a few council members last week but he said it would be quite a while before 
we can expect something from the Federal Government. It seems that the 
Government would have to appropriate funds for this project. 

I will keep you posted on further developments. 

Yours truly, 
Morrit Orticu, City Clerk. 





UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
SOL CONSERVATION OFFICE, 
Washington, D. C., June 22, 1955. 
Hon. Lester R, JOHNSON, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN JOHNSON: This letter is in response to your telephone re- 
quest for information on how the Black River Falls city officials should proceed 
in applying for assistance on the Little Town Creek Watershed under the Water- 
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (Public Law 566, 88d Cong.). 

We understand that Wisconsin has a new law that authorizes counties and 
municipalities to cooperate with soil conservation districts in carrying out a 
program under the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. Also, a bill 
has gone to the Governor amending the Soil Conservation Distriet’s Act so that 
soil conservation districts in Wisconsin will qualify as local organizations under 
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the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. As soon as the latter legis- 
lation becomes law, the way will be clear for the local soil conservation district 
to sponsor an application for assistance. If the city of Black River Falls 
qualifies as a municipality under the new law, it may cosponsor an application. 
If however, the city of Black River Falls does not qualify as a municipality under 
the new law, it will be nevessary to obtain an opinion from the State attorney 
general that the city has authority under State law to act as a local organization 
under the Watershed Pretection and Flood Prevention Act before it can sponsor 
an application. 

When it is determined that the city of Black River Falls qualifies as a local 
organization under the act, the city officials should arrange with the Jackson 
County Soil Conservation District supervisors to jointly submit an application 
for the Little Town Creek Watershed. 

We would suggest that the city officials be advised to contact the State Soil 
Conservation Committee, College of Agriculture, Madison, Wis., and Mr. Marvin 
S. Schweers, State conservationist, soil conservation service, 3010 East Wash- 
ington Street, Madison 4, Wis., for more detailed information concerning 
the preparation of applications. The State Soil Conservation Committee is the 
State agency authorized by the Governor to act on applications submitted under 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. 

There is enclosed a copy of the act and a set of questions and answers explain- 
ing its provisions for your use in replying to the city officials of Black River Falls. 

If we can be of any further assistance please let us know. 

Sincerely, 
D. A. WILLIAMS, Administrator. 


JUNE 11, 1955. 
Morrit Or1LIcH, 
Clerk, City of Black River Falls, Wis. 

Dear Morrit: I received your letter of June 8, and I am going to take this 
matter up with the proper authorities to see what can be done. Federal projects 
are, as you know, a slow process. If this problem had been called to my at- 
tention earlier in the session, I might have been able to get a preliminary survey 
of Town Creek as I did on the Trempealeau River. I am afraid at this late 
date with the committees rushing one way and another, this angle will be closed 
to us for this session. 

Another possibility is a watershed project for the Town Creek area with the 
city participating. This would be much quicker than the first-mentioned pro- 
cedure. You are doubtless aware of the Spring Valley project which was 
started in 1941. I started looking into it this year and found that the project is 
not dead. It went through a preliminary survey and is now before the Di- 
rector of the Bureau of the Budget waiting to be included in the Bureau of the 
Budget appropriations. So I am afraid that is not the type of project for 
Black River Falls. 

I feel confident, as the city of Black River Falls is willing to contribute finan- 
cially, something can be worked out. My offhand opinion, though, is that 
the city should not spend any money until we have a chance to find out how 
we should proceed in the event a Federal project is undertaken. 

If the people are anxious and want to do something immediately, I suggest 
you get in touch with Mr. E. O. Baker, erosion control agent, Courthouse An- 
nex, Bau Claire, Wis. We have worked together on several other projects. 

Sincerely yours, 
LESTER JOHNSON. 


Mr. Jounson. You said a year from the time the watershed made 
the application. How long will it take them to organize if everything 
moves fast? We have a lot of local enthusiasm now because of this 
recent flood. 

Mr. Brown. Let me correct my previous statement. The legis- 
lation that has been signed by the Governor thus far authorizes the 
counties and townships to appropriate and expend funds. 

Mr, Jonson. If the city is to donate there will have to be new 


legislation ? 
Mr. Brown. No. 
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Mr. Jonnson. We have township governments, city governments, 
and county governments in Wisconsin. 

Mr. Brown. I am informed that the municipalities are not includ- 
ed; it is the counties and townships. 

Mr. Jounson. Then before the city can get relief there will have 
to be an amendment to the State law giving cities authority / 

Mr. Brown. I would not know the answer to that. 

Mr. Kirk Sanpats. I do not believe so, sir. I believe under the 
legislation the town or the county could assist the soil conservation 
district in creating a watershed area. In whatever town or county 
it is located, that town or county could take the necessary action under 
the new legislation to assist the soil conservation district in creating 
the watershed area in which that municipality is located. 

Mr. Jounson. Could you think of any other Federal project that 
woud give them quicker relief ? 

Mr. Brown. No, sir; I could not. 

Mr. Matruews. Mr. Chairman, getting back to H. R. 6148, the 
Secretary testified—and I want to thank you for having this hearing. 
Mrs. Blitch introduced H. R. 6146 and my bill is H. R. 6148, which 
is identical. It seemed to me that this morning you put the stamp 
of approval on it; is that correct ? 

Mr. Perrerson. I think that is correct. We favor the maximum 
benefits. 

Mr. Matruews. The questions this morning indicate the people 
familiar with 566 are a little concerned about redtape. Mrs. Blitch 
and I are anxious to get into that redtape and try to work out some 
program where this idea of water conservation can come to the fore 
along with the idea of flood control. 

I know you are familiar with the problem many of us face—we 
have these storms and do not have floods so often, but we have the 
problem of retaining the water and making it available to our farms 
for irrigation and making it available for other purposes. The river 
I am interested in—the Suwannee River—I do not know if you are 
familiar with it or not, but right now there are certain parts of it 
where you can step across it. Mrs. Blitch has the source of that river, 
a swamp, and it is so dry now it is burning. 

I would like to know how you determine the criteria under the 
present law, 566, for purposes of flood control. I was interested in 
Mr. Johnson’s statement about his creek. My river about 15 years 
ago caused a considerable amount of difficulty. What is the criteria 
in establishing if it is a flood-control project? I beg your pardon. 
I mean flood prevention. 

Mr. Jounson. I want to say this is not the first time that creek has 
given us trouble. 

Mr. Matrnews. I would like to say for the record whether or not 
that creek did overflow its banks one or many times, as one Congress- 
man, I want to do everything I can to help the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

Instead of flood control, I mean flood prevention. What are the 
criteria in establishing it if it is a flood-prevention project ? 

Mr. Brown. We have two methods—one we might call the rational 
method and the other the scientific method. Under the rational 
method we ask all the landowners along the stream about their expe- 
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rience with floods and flood damage. Under the scientific method 
we determine what the frequency of occurrence is in that area and 
calculate the capacity of the channels to carry off floodwaters and 
we develop a curve showing the amount of damage. 

Mr. Matruews. In other words, it would have to be a recurring 
event. I am trying to find out if there is any other way I can get 
my river under this program. I do not think we have had but 
1 big flood in 15 years. It would have to be a recurring type of flood 
to get it under this bill, I take it? 

Mr. Brown. Not necessarily. I think the point is if you have only 
1 flood in 10 or 15 years when you spread it out over that period you 
do not have a favorable ratio of benefits to the cost. 

Mr. Matruews. I feel, as far as our area and similar areas are 
concerned, that we would not be able to benefit under 566 for the flood- 
prevention features, and that is the reason Mrs. Blitch and I wanted 
to get our legislation in. 

Mr. Chairman, was this idea of conservation not included in the 
original bill, in 566, because of the difficulty of fitting it in on a 
national pattern, or was it that it just did not seem to present the 
problem then that it does now ¢ 

Mr. Poacp. I think, in the first place, you are right that we were 
not dealing with the ground quite as much as we have in the last 
2 years, but, in the second place, we were not trying to cover anything 
but only flood prevention and upstream work. It was not the thought 
that the lower work was not important, but we did feel that the soil- 
conservation work fit in more properly with the upstream work, and 
certainly, as far as 1 was concerned, | was trying to emphasize in 
this bill the importance of putting water in the ground as close to the 
point it fell as possible and making a distinction between flood pre- 
vention and flood control. 

Of course, part of what you are proposing undoubtedly falls in 
the category of flood control; you contemplate controlling the floods 
after they have originated. The concept of this bill was to prevent 
floods from originating by holding the water in the ground or where 
it fell. It did not deal with supplying water in swamps. I think 
that is important, but it is not a part of flood prevention any more 
than irrigation is a part of flood prevention. I certainly think the 
bill we passed in the House recently and that is now pending in the 
Senate providing for irrigation in the East is important, but it is not 
a part of this bill. I am not opposed to the irrigation program; 
I am for it, but we felt those things were not a part of flood preven- 
tion, and we were not trying to cure all the ills of the world. 

Mrs. Burren. Is this not a natural development of the whole science 
of soil conservation ? 

Mr. Matrnews. I think this would be a natural development of 
what has taken place before. 

Mr. Horr. I want to say I concur 100 percent with what Mr. Poage 
has said in regard to the background of this legislation, and I think 
the idea you have in mind has been stimulated by people learning of 
the watershed legislation. 

Mr. Marrnews. That is all. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hagen. I would like to commend the able gentleman from 
Florida and the able and beautiful gentlewoman from Georgia. 








54 WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


When you speak of credit under this program, you do not credit 
the farmer with anything unless it can be demonstrated that the im- 
provements on his own land gave benefits to someone else 4 

Mr. WituiaMs. For example, he might build a fence that might 
not help anybody but himself, but if he put in certain types of deten- 
tion terraces they might have some off-site benefits, 

Mr. Hagen. You would only credit him for off-site benefits? 

Mr. Wu1aMs. Yes; rather than something unrelated to the pro- 

yram. 
7 Mr. Hacen. I am trying to determine the real purpose of this pro- 
gram. Actually, under the program of the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice as originally constituted, you could help a farmer as completely 
with his own land problems to the extent of furnishing him with 
advice and engineering ? 

Mr. WixtaMs. That is correct. 

Mr. Hacen. So what function does this program serve except to 
assist in projects which are beneficial to a whole area or whole com 
munity? It has not significance other than that; does it ? 

Mr. Wit11aMs. The essence of it is to approach the community prob- 
lem, and having a community effect and a public effect, it takes some- 
thing beyond just what the individual landowner or operator can do 
strictly for his own property. 

Mr. Hacen. Even in this field of community activity there is more 
or less an overlapping of this program and the initial soil-conservation 
program ¢ 

Mr. Witu1ams. We have provided technical assistance but not finan- 
cial help to community drainage districts and things like that as a 
part of the soil-conservation district activities, but the Federal Gov- 
ernment has not participated as Public Law 566 provides for in a 
financial way on a program approach for the whole watershed. 

Mr. Hagen. Actually, all this program has added is a Federal con- 
tribution in addition to engineering and technical assistance to these 
community type small watershed developments ? 

Mr. Wriu1aMs. A financial contribution ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Hagen. That is the only difference between this and the original 
soil-conservation program ¢ 

Mrs. Burron. So long as it is flood control. 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. That is the essential difference. I would not say it 
is the only one. There is a matter of community action and develop- 
ment of the program, the stimulation of that program, in the interest 
of flood prevention. 

Mr. Hagen. Do you have any estimates as to how much this might 
cost the Federal Government in 5 years if it were expanded to include 
irrigation developments ? 

Mr. Wiiu1aMs. I do not know that we have made an estimate of the 
cost of irrigation storage. 

Mr. Hagen. If there were this departure from the present pro- 
gram, could = recommend any formula for cost sharing? For in- 
stance, in reclamation projects they try to segregate straight irrigation 


benefits from the other benefits and then they contract for repayment, 
but there is a feature of no payment of interest and a long repayment 

iod. Could you recommend something like that for this kind of 
egislation ? 
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Mr. Witit1aMs. I would have to consider that very carefully be- 
fore recommending any legislation. Perhaps Mr. Peterson could 
comment on that. 

Mr. Pererson. There is a difference between projects of larger size 
such as are carried on by the Army engineers or the Bureau of Recla- 
mation and these small watershed projects. If there is an increment 
of cost that has a direct benefit to the people who want to use that 
water, they should pay in direct proportion to the benefit they receive. 
Therefore, we felt if this amendment should be included it should 
provide a statement of what the cost-sharing effect would be. 

I might say further that as to the traditional work that soil con- 
servation is doing, take, for example, terracing may be done on an 
individual basis, but when that same principle is applied on all the 
lands needing terracing in that area, the total cost is credited against 
the cost of that watershed area. 

Mr. Hagen. Say four farmers indicated they would terrace their 
land and in consideration of that the Federal Government would pay 
for it, how would the credit be arrived at? Would you assist them 
financially in building those terraces? 

Mr. Pererson. My understanding is it goes like this: Here is a 
watershed and there are certain treatments, they may be terraces or 
other structures; all of those things in the engineering work need to be 
done to control the runoff of water. The costs of doing all those things 
are calculated and the things the landowners do and pay for are cred- 
ited against the total cost of the project. 

Mr. Hagen. In other words, you reimburse him ? 

Mr. Pererson. No. 

Mr. Hagen. When you say you credit him, what do you mean? 

Mr. Pererson. Of course there is a Federal cost in the building of 
the larger structures, the retention structures that run about $35,000 
apiece. 

Mr. Hagen. You make him agree to spend this money ? 

Mr. Pererson. We do not make him agree to anything. The water- 
shed area initiates the work. The Federal Government has said, here 
is a program, if the local people want to take advantage of it they can 
do so. Application is made through the appropriate State agency 
and it comes to the Soil Conservation agency to make the preliminary 
surveys and investigations. If the watershed is approved for plan- 
ning the detailed work and planning is done. When the total cost of 
doing the things the plan incorporates are totaled up, then the ratio of 
benefits is figured out as to what the local contribution should be. The 
Federal Government pays the difference. 

Mr. Hagen. I cannot really feel that is true. 

Mr. Bass. I am going to suggest if we are going to do anything on 
these bills today, we had better get back on these bills; because, if we 
do not, we will have to postpone it, because there is a meeting of the 
House and I have to go, and I am the only member on the committee 
here who can vote on this bill with you. So I suggest we get on this 
bill if we are going to do anything. 

Mr. Hagen. Actually, the only way you can say you credit him is to 
reimburse him, if you paid for this tg 
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Mr. Prrerson. Let us put it the other way around. If the Federal 
Government did the work, it would be their responsibility, and they 
would have to pay the full amount. So, instead of paying the full 
amount, they make their expenditure a part of the work that has to 
be done. 

Mr. Hagen. All you are saying is that they patricipate in the 
project. 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. 

Mr. Hagen. Which is the idea of the thing, of course. 

Mr. Poacr. Are there any further questions? If not, we are very 
much obliged to you, Mr. Peterson and Mr. Williams and Mr. Brown, 
for coming down. 

The committee will go into executive session. 


x 











